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Title 3— 


The President 


[FR Doc. 86-846 
Filed 1-10-86; 12:27 pm] 
Billing code 3195-01-M 


Presidential Documents 


Presidential Determination No. 86—4 of December 24, 1985 


' Certification To Authorize Continuation of Certain Assistance 


for Bolivia 


Memorandum for the Honorable George P. Shultz, the Secretary of State 


Pursuant to Section 611 (1) (A) of the International Security and Development 
Cooperation Act of 1985 (P.L. 99-83), I hereby certify that the Government of 
Bolivia has enacted legislation that will establish its legal coca requirements, 
provide for the licensing of the number of hectares necessary to produce the - 
legal requirement, and make unlicensed coca production illegal. 


You are requested to report this determination to the Congress immediately. 


I hereby delegate to you authority to make such determinations as called for 
in the future under Section 611. 


This determination shall be published in the Federal Register. 


THE WHITE HOUSE, 


Washington, December 24, 1985. 
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[FR Doc. 86-930 
Filed 1-13-86; 10:49 am] 
Billing code 3195-01-M 


Presidential Documents . 


Memorandum of January 10, 1986 


-Memorandum for the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget 


By the authority vested in me as President of the United States by Section 301 
of Title 3 of the United States Code, I hereby authorize the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget to submit the notification required by 
Section 252(a)(2)(B)(iii) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985. 


This memorandum shall be published in the Federal Register. 


THE WHITE HOUSE, s 


Washington, January 10, 1986. 





Rules and Regulations 


This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains regulatory documents having 
general applicability and tegal effect, most 
of which are keyed to and codified in 


the Code of Federal Regulations, which is . 


published under 50 titles pursuant to 44 
U.S.C. 1510. 

The Code of Federal Reguiations is sold 
by the Superintendent of Documents. 
Prices of new books are listed in the 
first FEDERAL REGISTER issue of each 
week. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Office of the Secretary 
7 CFR Part 3015 


Uniform Federal Assistance 
Regulations; Subpart !—Audits 


AGENCY: Department of Agriculture 
(USDA). 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This final rule amends 7 CFR 
Part 3015, Subpart I, Audits, to 
implement the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) Circular A-128 
“Audits of State and Local 
Governments,” dated April 12, 1985, and 
issued pursuant to the Single Audit Act 
of 1984 (Pub. L. 98-502). It establishes 
audit requirements for State, local, and 
Indian Tribal governments that receive 
USDA Federal assistance and defines 
USDA responsibilities for implementing 
and monitoring those requirements. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: January 14, 1986. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ms. Lyn Zimmerman, Office of Finance 
and Management, Financial 
Management Division, 201 14th Street, 
SW., Room 2117, Auditors Building, 
Washington, DC 20250, on (202) 382- 
1553. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Classification 


Executive Order 12291 


This rule has been reviewed under 
Executive Order 12291 and 
Departmental Regulation 1512-1 and it is 
determined that this rule is “not major.” 
The rule will not have an annual effect 
on the economy of $100 million or more, 
nor is it likely to result in a major 
increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, 
Federal, State or local government 
agencies, or geographic regions. This 


rule will not result in significant adverse 
effects on competition, employment, 
investment, productivity, innovation, or 
on the ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign- 


based enterprises in domestic or export ° 


markets. 
Regulatory Flexibility Act 


This rule has also been reviewed with 
regard to the requirements of Pub. L. 96- 
354, and John E. Carson, Director, Office 
of Finance and Management, has 
certified that it will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 


Paperwork Reduction Act 


In accordance with the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980 (44 U.S.C. 3507), 
any applicable reporting and 
recordkeeping provisions required by 
this rule will be submitted to OMB and 
will not be effective until OMB has 
approved. them. 


Background 


Over $100 billion in Federal financial 
assistance is provided to State and local 
governments each year and the Federal 
Government relies on auditing as one of 
the principal means of assuring 
accountability for its use. Traditionally, 
recipients were required to obtain 
financial and compliance audits of funds 
on a grant-by-grant basis. Studies 
showed that such grant-by-grant 
auditing was uncoordinated, inefficient, 
and ineffective, often producing 
duplicative and overlapping results. 

In response to this criticism, there 
arose the concept of a single, 
organizationwide audit that would be 
acceptable to all funding organizations. 
Such an audit would assure that a 
recipient's financial records and 
controls were adequate and would 
check for compliance with important 
terms of grants received. The audits 
would be made periodically and funding 
organizations would be free to perform 
additional audits of economy and 
efficiency and program results, as 
deemed necessary. 

To accommodate this concept, OMB 
issued Attachment P to Circular A—-102, 
which required each State, local and 
Indian Tribal government receiving 
Federal financial assistance to obtain an 
organizationwide financial and 
compliance audit of its operations at 
least once every two years. The audits 
were to be conducted in accordance 
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with guidelines and standards 
established by the Genera! Accounting 
Office (GAO), OMB, and the American 
Institute of Certified Public Accountants. 
To this effect, GAO issued the 
“Guidelines for Financial and 
Compliance Audits of Federally 
Assisted Programs,” which was a 
Governmentwide audit guide intended 
to replace about 80 individual audit 
guides previously used by Federal 
agencies. Additionally, to assist auditors 
in testing Federal programs for 
compliance, OMB issued a listing of the 
major compliance requirements of 60 
Federal assistance programs. These 
programs represented approximately 90 
percent of total Federal assistance to 
State and local governments. 
Attachment P also prescribed a 
cognizant audit agency system to 
administer the single audit process. This 
role is currently being performed by the 
Offices of Inspector General. 

A GAO evaluation report on 
implementation of Attachment P 
indicated that the transition to a single 
audit had met with slow progress. The 
report concluded that the principal 
problems hampering implementation, of 
Attachment P were disagreement among 


Federal, State, and local officials on the 


scope and purpose of the single audit; 
diffusion of responsibility in the current 
cognizant agency system; and conflicts 
between the provisions of Attachment P 
and existing statutory grant audit 
requirements. At that time, GAO 
recommended the adoption of single 
audit legislation to correct these 
problems. 

The Single Audit Act of 1984 (Pub. L. 
98-502) requires State or local 
governments and Indian tribes that 
receive more than $100,000 a year in 
Federal funds to have an audit made for 
that year. Circular A-128 was issued 
pursuant to section 7505 of the Act, 
which requires OMB to issue 
implementing guidelines. On July 16, 
1985, the Department published an 
interim rule (50 FR 28759) to implement 
OMB Circular A-128. The rule 
established audit requirements for State 
local, and Indian Tribal governments 
that receive USDA Federal assistance 
and defined USDA responsibilities for 
implementing and monitoring those 
requirements. 

During the comment period, the 
Department received 9 letters in 
response to the interim rule. Letters 
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were received from 8 Federal agencies 
and 1 nonprofit organization. All 
suggestions for change were minor and 
involved clarification of the rule. 

In light of the comments received, the 
Department has made minor changes to 
clarify its policies and procedures. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 3015 


Accounting, Grant programs 
(Agriculture), Intergovernmental 
regulations. 


Issued at Washington, DC, sions 7, 1986. 
John J. Franke, Jr., 
Assistant Secretary for Administration. 
John R. Block, , 
Secretary of Agriculture. 


PART 3015—[ AMENDED] 


Accordingly, USDA amends 7 CFR 
3015 as follows: 

1. The authority citation for Part 3015 
reads as follows: 


Authority: 5 U.S.C. 301, Subpart I, 31 U.S.C. 
7505. 


2. Appendix B which was published 
as a part of an interim rule on July 16, 
1985 at 50 FR 28763 is adopted as final 
as an appendix to Part 3015. 

3. Subpart I is revised to read as 
follows: 


3015. 70 Audits of State, local and Indian 
Tribal governments. 

3015.71 Policy. 

3015.72 Definitions. 

3015.73 Audit atrangements and 
requirements. 

3015.74 Cognizant agencies. 

3015.75 Reporting requirements. 

3015.76 Audit costs. 

3015.77. Audits of institutions of higher 
education, hospitals and other nonprofit 
organizations. 

Authority: Single Audit Act of 1984, Pub. L. 

98-502. 


* * * * 


Subpart I—Audits 


§ 3015.70 Audits of State, local and Indian 
Tribal governments. 
.  {a) This subpart establishes audit 

requirements for State, local and Indian 
Tribal governments that receive USDA 
Federal assistance and defines Federal 
responsibilities for implementing and 
monitoring those requirements. 
Additionally, this subpart implements 
the audit requirements and policies for 
government organizations contained in 
the following documents, which are 
incorporated into this subpart by 
reference and/or as an Appendix. 

(1) Single Audit Act of 1984, (Pub. L. 
98-502); 


(2) The Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB) Circular A-128, and any 
subsequent revisions; 

(3) Standards for Audit of 
Governmental Organizations, Programs, 
Activities and Functions issued by the 
Comptroller General of the United 
States in 1981 (GAO Standards), and 
any subsequent revisions; 

(4) Generally Accepted Auditing 
Standards issued by the American 
Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
(AICPA); 

(5) AICPA Industry Audit and 
Accounting Guide, Audits of State and 


* Local Governmental Units; 


(6) Compliance Supplements for 
Single Audits of State and Local 
Governments issued by OMB in April 
1985, and any subsequent revisions; and 

(7) Federal cognizant agency 
assignments issued by OMB on October 
6, 1980, and any subsequent revisidns. 

(b) All of the requirements contained 
in paragraphs (a)(1) through (5) must be 
met by a recipient before an audit can 
be accepted as a Federal audit by the 
respective cognizant agencies 
referenced in paragraph (a)(7). The 
auditor may use the Compliance 
Supplement for Single Audits of State 
and Local Governments, published by 
OMB, or ascertain compliance 
requirements by researching the 
statutes, regulations, and agreements 
governing individual] Federal programs. 


§ 3015.71 Policy. 

(a) OMB Circular A-128, inchided 
herein as Appendix B, establishes 
uniform audit requirements for State, 
local and Indian Tribal governments, or 
their subdivisions, that receive Federal 
financial assistance. The Circular 
requires recipients and subrecipients of 
Federal financial assistance to arrange 
for independent audits of financial 
operations, including compliance with 
certain provisions of Federal laws and 
regulations, and to assure that single 
audits are made in accordance with 
Circular A-128. 

(b) A State, local, or Indian Tribal 
government which receives less than 
$25,000 in Federal assistance is exempt 
from the requirements contained herein, 
but shall have an audit made in 
accordance with State and local law or 
regulations for any fiscal year in which 
it receives less than $25,000 in Federal 
financial assistance. 

(c) A single audit in accordance with 
Circular A-128 and this subpart shall be 
in lieu of any audit required under 
individual USDA Federal assistance 
programs. A single audit should provide 
USDA agencies with the information 
they need to carry out their 
responsibilities and they shall rely upon 
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and use that information. Any © 
additional audits needed by USDA. shall 
be conducted or arranged by the Office 
of Inspector General in such a way as to 
avoid duplication of effort. Audit 
requirements in USDA individual 
agency regulations and directives for 
assistance programs administered in 
cooperation with State, local, and Indian 
Tribal governments shall be limited to 
requiring compliance with OMB Circular 
A-128 and this subpart. 

(d) State, local and Indian Tribal 
governments for which OMB has 
assigned USDA as the “cognizant 
agency” shall apply the audit 
requirements set forth in Circular A-128 
and this subpart. 

(e) State, local and Indian Tribal 
governments that receive financial 
assistance from USDA, and have been 
assigned a cognizant agency other than 
USDA, shall follow the audit 
requirements established by the 
respective cognizant agency. If the 
designated cognizant agency has not 
established Circular A-128 audit 
requirements, or if OMB has not 
designated a cognizant agency, those 
units of governments shall follow the 
audit requirements contained in Circular 
A-128, and this subpart. 


§ 3015.72 Definitions. 


(a) “Cognizant agency” means the 
Federal agency assigned by OMB to 
carry out the responsibilities described 
in OMB Circular A-128. Within USDA 
the Secretary has designated the Office 
of Finance and Management (OFM) as 
the “cognizant agency.” OFM further 
has the responsibility to delegate 
cognizant agency responsibilities to 
those USDA awarding agencies that 
provide the major of Federal funds or 
services to the recipient and to monitor 
the agencies implementation of the 
Single Audit Act of 1984 and OMB 
Circular A-128. In those instances where 
USDA is designated as the cognizant 
agency, the USDA Office of Inspector ~ 
General (OIG) shall fulfill the 
responsibilities defined in § 3015.74 of 
this subpart. 

(b) “OIG” means the Office of 
Inspector General, United States 
Department of Agriculture. 

(c) “Regional Inspector General” 
means the OIG official in the United 
States Department of Agriculture who is 
responsible for audit-related matters in 
one of the designated regions covered 
by a Regional Audit Office. 

(d) Other definitions applicable to this 
subpart are set forth in Appendix B. 
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$3015.73 Audit arrangements and 
requirements. 


(a) Arrangements. (1) State, local and 
Indian Tribal governments shall use 
their own procedures to arrange for and 
prescribe the scope of independent 
audits, provided that such audits comply 
with the requirements set forth in this 
subpart and Circular A-128. 


Note.—It is not intended that audits 
required by this subpart be separate and 
apart from audits performed in accordance 
with State and local laws. To the extent 
feasible, the audit work required by this 
subpart should be done in conjunction with 
those audits. 


(2) In arranging for either single or 
additional audits of USDA programs, 
USDA awarding agencies and recipients 
shall coordinate proposed audit plans 
and related ducuments with the 
appropriate USDA Regional Inspector 
General prior to initiating the audit. The 
purpose of coordinating the proposed 
audit plans and related documents is to 
erlable the Regional Inspector General 
to provide timely technical assistance 
and assure that satisfactory audit 

coverage in planned. 

(3) Provisions shall be included in 
audit contracts requiring the audit 
organization to retain audit working 
papers and reports in accordance with 
§ 3015.75(b). 

(b) Use of small and minority audit 
firms. As set forth in Circular A-128, 
paragraph 19, small audit firms and 
audit firms owned and controlled by 
socially and economically 
disadvantaged individuals shall have 
the maximum practicable opportunity to 
participate in the performance of 
contracts awarded to fulfill the audit 
requirements of Circular A-128 and this . 
subpart. 

(c) Requirements.—{1) Scope of audit. 
(i) Each audit shall cover the entire 
operations of a State or local 
government or, at the option of 
government, it may cover departments, 
that agencies or establishments that 
received, expended, or otherwise 
administered Federal financial 
assistance during the year. However, if 
a State or local government receives 
over $25,000 in General Revenue Sharing 
funds in a fiscal year, it shall have an 
audit of the entire organization. A series 
of audits of individual departments, 
agencies, and establishments for the 
same fiscal year may be considered a 
single audit. 

(ii) The single audit may exclude 
public hospitals and public colleges and 
universities. Such audits, if excluded 
from the scope of the single audit, shall 
be made in accordance with § 3015.77. 


(iii) The audit shall determine and 
report in accordance with OMB Circular 
A-128 and § 3015.75. 

(2) Frequency of audit. Audits shall be 
made annually unless the State or local 
government has, by January 1, 1987, a 
constitutional or statutory requirement 
for less frequent audits. For those 
governments, USDA shall permit 
biennial audits, covering both years, if 
the government so requests. USDA shall 
also honor requests for biennial audits 
by governments that have an 
administrative policy calling for audits 
less frequent than annual, but only for 
fiscal years beginning prior to January 1, 
1987. 

(3) Internal control and compliance 
reviews. Internal control and 
compliance reviews shall be conducted 
in accordance with OMB Circular A- 
128, paragraph 8. 

(4) Other testing. The recipient's 
independent auditor is responsible for: - 
(i) Reviewing the recipient's system 

for monitoring subrecipients and 
obtaining and acting on subrecipient 
audit reports; 

(ii) Testing to determine whether 
these systems are functioning in 
accordance with prescribed procedures; 

(iii) Commenting on the recipient's 
monitoring procedures, if warranted by 
the circumstances; and 

(iv) Considering whether subrecipient 
audits require adjustment of the 
recipient's financial statements, footnote 
disclosure, or modification of the 
auditor's report. 

(5) Subrecipients. Each State, local, or 
Indian Tribal government that receives 
Federal financial assistance and 
provides $25,000 or more of it in a fiscal 
year to a subrecipient shall follow the 
requirements set forth in Circular A-128, 
paragraph 9. 

(6) Relation to other audit 
requirements. (i) Audits made in 
accordance with Circular A-128 and this 
subpart shall be in lieu of any audit 
required under individual USDA Federal 
assistance programs. This paragraph 
applies to State, local, or Indian Tribal 
governments that made audits in 
accordance with Circular A-128 and this 
subpart, even though not required to do 
so. 
(ii) USDA or its designees shall 
arrange for or make any additional 
audits that are necessary to carry out its 
responsibilities under Federal law or 
regulation. The provisions of Circular A- 
128 and this subpart do not authorize 
any State, local, or Indian Tribal 
government (or subrecipient thereof) to 
constrain, in any manner, USDA or its 
designee from carrying out such 
additional audits. 
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(iii) When the Office of Inspector 
General or USDA agencies make or 
contract for audits or evaluations in 
addition to the audits made by 
recipients pursuant to OMB Circular A- 
128 and this subpart, consistent with 
other applicable laws and regulations, 
the cost of such additional reviews shall 
be paid by USDA unless applicable laws 
and regulations provide for payment by 
the recipient. Such: additional reviews 
include economy and efficiency audits, 
program results audits, and program 
evaluations. 


§ 3015.74 Cognizant agencies. 


(a) Cognizant agency assignments. In 
accordance with Circular A-128, OMB 
assigns cognizant agencies for State and 
larger local governments. In order to 
fulfill the cognizant responsibilities, 
other Federal agencies may participate 
with an assigned cognizant agency. 
Smaller governments not assigned a 
cognizant agency should contact the 
Federal agency that provides them the 
most funds. 


(b) OIG responsibilities. When USDA 
is assigned as the cognizant agency, the 
OIG shall have the following 
responsibilities: 

(1) Work with USDA awarding 
agencies to ensure that audits are made 
in a timely manner and in accordance 
with the requirements of Circular A-128 
and this subpart; 


(2) Provide the liaison between the 
Federal audit organizations, USDA 
awarding agencies, and the recipient 
entities and independent auditors; 

(3) Provide technical advice to State, 
local, and Indian Tribal governments, 
USDA awarding agencies, and 
independent auditors; 


(4) Obtain or make quality control 
reviews of individual audits made by 
non-Federal audit organizations, and 
provide the results to other interested 
organizations, when appropriate; 

(5) Inform other affected Federal 
organizations of any reported illegal 
acts or irregularities. The Federal 
organizations, in turn, shall inform 
appropriate Federal law enforcement 
officials. State or local government law 
enforcement and prosecuting 
authorities, if not advised by the 
recipient, may also be informed of any 
violation of law within their jurisdiction 
by the OIG; 


(6) Advise the USDA awarding agency 
and the recipient of any audit reports 
that do not meet the audit standards and 
requirements set forth in Circular A-128 
and this subpart. In such instances, the 
recipient shall work with the auditors to 
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take corrective action. Hf corrective 
action is not taken, OIG shall notify the 
Federal awarding agencies and the 
recipient of the facts and make 
recommendations, if appropriate. Major 
inadequacies or repetitive substandard 
performance of independent auditors 
shalt be referred to appropriate 
professional bodies for disciplinary 
action; 

(7} Coordinate, to the extent 
practicable, audits made by or for USDA 
awarding agencies that are in addition 
to the audits made pursuant to Circular 
A-128 and this subpart, and ensure that 
any additional audits build upon such 
audits; 

(8} Assure that all recipient audit 
reports affecting Federal assistance 
programs are received, reviewed, and 
distributed to the proper ms 
cognizant agencies. These a! 

{including USDA OIG) are enue 
for distributing audit reports to their 
respective program officials; and 

(9) Assure that necessary audits are 
performed of indirect cost proposals 
submitted by governmental units for 
which USDA is cognizant under the 
provisions of OMB Circular A-87. 

(c) Audit resolution. OIG shall be 


responsible for overseeing and assigning . 


responsibility to the appropriate USDA 
awarding agency for the resolution of 
crosscutting audit findings that affect 
the programs of more than one USDA or 
non-USDA awarding agency. Resolution 
of findings that relate solely to the 
programs of a single Federal agency , 
shall be the responsibility of the 
recipient and that agency. Alternate 
arrangements may be made on a Case- 
by-case basis by agreement between the 
agencies concerned. Resolution shall be 
made within six months after issuance 
of the report by the departments and 
agencies that provide Federal assistance 
funds to State and local governments. 
Corrective action should proceed as 
rapidly as possible. 


§ 3015.75 Reporting requirements. 

(a) Audit reports. Audit reports must 
be prepared at the completion of the 
audit and shall be in accordance with 
the provisions of Circular A—-128, 
paragraph 13. 

(b) Audit workpapers and reports. 
Workpapers and reports shall be 
retained for a minimum of three years 
from the date of the audit report, unless 
the auditor is notified in writing by OIG 
to extend the retention period. Audit 
workpapers shall be made available 
upon request to OIG, its designee, or the 
General Accounting Office. 

(c) J//egal acts or irregularities. lf the 
auditor becomes aware of illegal acts or 


other irregularities, prompt notice shall 
be given to recipient management 
officials above the level of involvement. 
The recipient, in turn, shall promptly 
notify OFG of the illegal acts or * 
irregularities and of proposed and actual 
actions, if any. Megal acts and 
irregularities include such matters as 
conflicts of interest, falsification of 
records or reports; and misappropriation 
of funds or other assets. ~ 


§ 3015.76 Audit costs. 


(a) The costs of audits made in 
accordance with the provisions of 
Circular A-128, paragraph 16, are 
allowable charges to USDA Federal 
assistance programs. 

(b) if the recipients or subrecipients 
fail to arrange for the required audits set 
forth in OMB Circular A-128, or fail to 
assure that an acceptable audit is 
performed, the USDA awarding agency 
may arrange for the performance of the 
required audits. If USDA arranges for 
the required audits because of these 
circumstances, the recipients and/or 
subrecipients shall reimburse USDA for 
the cost of these single audits. 


§ 3015.77 Audits of institutions of higher 
education, hospitals and other nonprofit 
organizations. 


(a) Non-Federal audits. If not included 
within the scope of a single audit as set 
forth in § 3015.73(c){1){ii), institutions of 
higher education and hospitals that 
receive USDA Federal assistance shall 
comply with the requirements for non- 
Federal audits set forth in OMB Circular 
A-110, including any amendments to 
those requirements published in the 
Federal Register by OMB. Other 
nonprofit organizations receiving USDA 
funds shall also follow the audit 
requirements of OMB Circular A-110, 
and any amendments thereto. 


(1) Each recipient should arrange fora 
financial and compliance audit 
annually, but not less frequently than 
every two years. 


(2) The recipient's audits must comply 
with the GAO “Standards For Audit of 
Governmental Organizations, Programs, 
Activities and Functions,” and any 
subsequent revisions to the standards. 


(3) The audit shall be conducted on an 
organizationwide basis to test the fiscal 
integrity of financial transactions, as 
well as compliance with the terms and 
conditions of the Federal award and 
other agreements. Such tests shall 
include an appropriate sampling of 
Federal agreements. USDA awarding 
agencies may not impose program-by- 
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program audit requirements, except as 
may be prescribed by law. 

(4) Recipients must establish a system 
for: 

(i) Assuring that subrecipients meet 
the requirements of these regulations; 

(ii) Evaluating acceptability of 
subrecipient audits; and 

_ (iii) Following up on results of 
subrecipient audits. 

(5) Subrecipient audit reports shall be 
transmitted by the subrecipient to the 
applicable primary recipient. These 
reports shall not be 
transmitted to OIG. Instead, the 
recipient shall retain all subrecipient 
audit reports on file and make them 
available to OIG and GAO officials, or 
their designees, upon request. 

(6) The recipient is responsible for 
taking appropriate action on 
subrecipient audits and incorporating 
the results of these audits into their 
financial records and rebated reports. 
The recipient's auditors shall state in the 
audit report the amount of funds at the 
subrecipient level that were audited by 
the subrecipient’s auditors and make 
any pertinent comments concerning 
those audits. Questioned costs at the 
subrecipient level may be contingent 
liabilities as far as the recipient is 
concerned and should be reported as 
such, when appropriate. 

(7) Each recipient shall establish a 
systematic method to assure timely and 
appropriate resolution of audit findings 
and recommendations. 

(b] Federal audit responsibilities. (1) 
Audits of Federal contracts and 
assistance programs at institutions of 
higher education are performed 
periodically by the Federal agencies 
designated as cognizant agencies in 
OMB Circular A-88. In addition, OIG 
may perform audits of USDA programs 
at Land-Grant Institutions from time to 
time. Such audits shall be coordinated in 
advance with the cognizant agency and 
shall, to the extent possible, not 
duplicate work done by the Federal 
cognizant agency, or by independent 
auditors, in accordance with OMB 
Circular A—110. 

(2) OIG reserves the right to perform 
audits of USDA assistance programs 
and other nonprofit organizations as 
determined by OIG to be necessary. In 
performing such audits, OIG shall rely to 
the extent feasible on audit work 
performed by other Federal and non- 
Federal auditors. 


[FR Doc. 86-598 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-23-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


Federal Aviation Administration 


14 CFR Part 39 


[Docket No. 85-ASW-37; Amendment 39- 
5194] 


Airworthiness Directives; Bell 
Helicopter Textron, Inc.; Model 412 
Helicopters, Serial Numbers 33001 
through 33120 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This action publishes in the 


Federal Register and makes effective as 
to all persons an amendment adopting a 
new airworthiness directive (AD) which 
was previously made effective as to all 
known U.S. owners and operators of 
certain Bell Helicopter Textron, Inc., 
Model 412 helicopters. The AD requires 
a visual inspection of the front spar cap 
for a possible fatigue crack, and 
replacement of the spar cap if a crack is 
found. Since publication as a priority 
letter AD, the AD has been revised to 
require modification of the front spar 
which eliminates the special inspection 
requirement. This AD is necessary to 
prevent failure of the front spar of the 
vertical fin. Failure to detect a crack can 
result in severe additional structural 
damage and possible loss of the fin. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: February 3, 1986. 


The incorporation by reference of 
certain publications listed in the 
regulations is approved by the Director 
of the Federal Register as of February 3, 
1986. 

Compliance: As indicated in the body 
of the AD. 

ADDRESSES: A copy of the alert service 
bulletin is contained in the Rules Docket 
located at the Office of the Regional 
Counsel, Southwest Region, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Room 158, 
Building 3B, 4400 Blue Mound Road, Fort 
Worth, Texas 76106. The applicable 
service information may be obtained 
from Bell Helicopter Textron, Inc., P.O. 
Box 482, Fort Worth, Texas 76101. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
T.K. Henry, Helicopter Certification 
Branch, ASW-170, Aircraft Certification 
Division, Southwest Region, Federal 
Aviation Administration, P.O. Box 1689, 
Fort Worth, Texas 76101, telephone 
number (817) 877-2595. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
August 20, 1985, priority letter AD 85- 
17-03 was issued and made effective 
immediately as to all known U.S. 
owners and operators of certain Bell 
Helicopter Textron, Inc. (BHTI), Model 


412 helicopters. The AD requires a 
visual inspection of the front spar of the 
vertical fin for a possible fatigue crack. 
Failure to detect a crack can result in 
servere additional structural damage 
and possible loss of the fin. An 
additional requirement is now being 
added that modifies the front fin spar by 
adding extra material in critical areas. 


Since it was found that immediate 
corrective action was required, notice 
and public procedure thereon were 
impracticable and contrary to public 
interest, and good cause existed to make 
the AD effective immediately by 
individual letters issued August 20, 1985, 
to all known U.S. owners and operators 
of certain BHTI Model 412 Helicopters, 
Serial Numbers (S/N) 33001 through 
33120. These conditions still exist and 
the AD is hereby published in the 
Federal Register as an amendment to 
§ 39.13 of Part 39 of the Federal Aviation 
Regulations to make it effective as to all 
persons. 

The FAA has determined that this 
regulation is an emergency regulation 
that is not considered to be major under 
Executive Order 12291. It is 
impracticable for the agency to follow 
the procedures of Executive Order 12291 
with respect to this rule since the rule 
must be issued immediately to correct 
an unsafe condition in aircraft. It has 
been further determined that this action 
involves an emergency regulation under 
DOT Regulatory Policies and Procedures 
(44 FR 11034; February 26, 1979). If this 
action is subsequently determined to 
involve a significant/major regulation, a 
final regulatory evaluation or analysis, 
as appropriate, will be prepared and 
placed in the regulatory docket 
(otherwise, an evaluation or analysis is 
not required). A copy of it, when filed, 
may be obtained by contacting the 
person identified under the caption “FOR 
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT.” 


List of Subjects 14 CFR Part 39 


Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation 
safety, Safety, and Incorporation by 
reference. 


Adoption of the Amendment 


PART 39—[AMENDED] 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the Federal Aviation Administration 
amends § 39.13 of Part 39 of the FAR as 
follows: 

1. The authority citation for Part 39 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354(a), 1421, and 1423; 
49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised Pub. L. 97-449, 
January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.89. 


2. By adding the following new AD: 
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Bell Helicopter Textron, Inc. 


Applies to Bell Model 412 helicopters, S/ 
N's 33001 through 33120, certified in all 
categories, that have fin spar Part Number 
212-030-121-005 installed. (Airworthiness 
Docket No. 85-ASW-37) 

Compliance is required as indicated, unless 
already accomplished. 

To prevent failure of the front spar on the 
vertical fin, accomplish the following: 

(a) Within the next 20 hours’ time in service 
after the effective date of this AD, visually 
inspect the vertical fin spar, Part Number 
212-030-121-005, in accordance with Bell 
Helicopter Textron, Inc. (BHTI), Alert Service 
Bulletin 412-85-20, Revision “B,” dated 
November 8, 1985. 

(1) If a crack is found in the spar cap, 
remove the spar cap from service and replace 
with a serviceable spar cap before further 
flight in accordance with BHTI Alert Service 
Bulletin 412-85-20, Revision “B,” Part III. 

(2) Repeat this inspection every 20 hours’ 
time in service or after completion of 5 flight 
operation days, whichever comes first. 

(3) The requirement for this inspection is 
eliminated after accomplishing the spar 
modification in paragraph (b). 

(b) Modify the fin spar in accordance with 
Part II of BHTI Alert Service Bulletin 412-85- 
20, Revision.“B,”as follows: 

(1) For helicopters with 1,000 or more 
hours’ time in service, modify within 60 days 
after receipt of parts, but no later than 
January 31, 1986. 

(2) Helicopters with less than 1,000 hours’ 
time in service may delay compliance until 
1,000 hours are reached but in no case later 
than February 29, 1986. 

(c) An alternate method of compliance or 
adjustment of the compliance time, which 
provides an equivalent level of safety, may 
be used when approved by the Manager, 
Helicopter Certification Branch, Aircraft 
Certification Division, FAA, Southwest 
Region. 


The manufacturer's specifications and 
procedures identified and described in 
this directive are incorporated herein 
and made a part hereof pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 552(a)(1). All persons affected by 
this directive. who have not already 
received these documents from the 


.manufacturer may obtain copies upon 


request to Bell Helicopter Textron, Inc., 
P.O. Box 482, Fort Worth, Texas 76101. 
These documents may also be examined 
at the Office of the Regional Counsel, 
Southwest Region, Room 158, Building 
3B, Federal Aviation Administration, 
4400 Blue Mound Road, Fort Worth, 
Texas 76106. 

This amendment becomes effective 
February 3, 1986. 

Issued in Fort Worth, Texas, on December 
11, 1985. 
F.E. Whitfield, 
Acting Director, Southwest Region. 
[FR Doc. 86-622 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 
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14 CFR Part 39 
{Docket No. 84-ASW-48; Amdt. 39-5 187} 


Airworthiness Directives; Hughes 
Helicopters, Inc., Model 369 Series 
Helicopters 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 
actTiowm: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This amendment adopts a 
new airworthiness directive {AD} which 
supersedes Amendment 39-4940 {AD 84— 
18-08). Amendment 39-4940 requires a 
one-time inspection and modification of 
certain tail rotor blades on Hughes 


new AD includes the requirements of 
the previous AD and extends the 
applicability to tail rotor blades 
previously excluded and to the Mode! 
369F helicopter. 

DATES: Effective February 14, 1986. 

The incorporation by reference of 
certain publications listed in the 

regulations is approved by the Director 
of the Federal Register as of February 
14, 1986. 

Compliance: Required as indicated in 
the body of the AD. 

ADDRESSES: The applicable service 
information may be obtained from 
McDonnell Douglas Helicopter 
Company, Centinela Avenue and Teale 
Street, Culver City, California 90230. 

A copy of each decument is contained 
in the Rules Docket at the Office of the 
Regional Counsel, Federal Aviation 
Administration, Southwest Region, 
Room 158, Building 3B, 4400 Blue Mound 
Road, Fort Worth, Texas 76106. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Jerry Sullivan, Aerospace Engineer, 
Airframe Section, ANM-172W, Western 
Aircraft Certification Office, Northwest 
Mountain Region, FAA, P.O. Box 92007, 
Worldway Postal Center, Los Angeles, 
California 90009-2007, telephone (213) 
297-1766. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A 
propesal to amend Part 39 of the — 
Aviation Regulations by 

Amendment 39-4940 (AD 84-18-08) ‘with 


tail rotor blades installed on Hughes 
Helicopters, Inc., Model 369 series 
helicopters was published in the Federal 
Register on September 5, 1985 (50 FR 
36096). 

Amendment 39-4940 was issued 
because of a report of a tail rotor blade 
tip cap assembly separating from a tail 
rotor blade with subsequent Ioss of tail 
rotor control. The tail rotor tip cap 
assembly is bonded to the tai? rotor 


-blade with an adhesive which has 


experienced at least one incident of 
deterioration in service, resulting in 
separation of the tip cap assembly. 
Amendment 39-4940 was published in 
the Federal Register on October 26, 1984 
(49 FR 43046), and requires inspection of 
the bond joint and modification of 
certain tail rotor blades on Hughes 
Helicopters, Inc., Model 369, 369A, D, E, 
H, HE, HM, and HS helicopters. Tail 
rotor blades with tip caps showing 
evidence of debonding are required to 
be removed from service. Tail rotor ~- 
blades with acceptable tip cap bonds 
are required to be modified by having 
rivets added to strengthen the joint. 
After Amendment 38-4940 was issued, 
the FAA determined that (1) another 
model helicopter is affected and should 
be added te the applicability paragraph 
of the existing AD, (2) tail rotor blades 
previously excluded must also be 
included, and (3) Hughes Helicopters, 
Inc., which is now McDonnell Douglas 
Helicopter Company, has issued a new 
service information notice applicable to 
tail rotor blades not covered by the 
earlier service information notice. 
Therefore, the FAA is 
Amendment 39-4940 {AD 84-18-08} with 
a new AD applicable to Model 369 
series helicopters equipped with certain 
part numbered and serial mumbered tail 
roter blades and also to require 
compliance with specific Hughes 


Helicopters, Inc., service information 


notices. The first service information 
notices are DN-129, EN-18, HN-195, 
dated August 27, 1984, and the second 
notices are DN-132.1, EN-21.1, FN-9.1, 
HN-199.1 dated May 1, 1985. 

Since this condition of tail rotor blade 
tip cap debonding is likely to exist on 
other helicopters of the same type 
design, the AD would require inspection 
and modification of tail rotor blades on 
Model 369 series helicopters. 

Interested persons have been afforded 
the opportunity to participate im the 
making of this amendment. The 
comment period closed October 23, 1985. 
No comments were received. 
Accordingly, the proposed rule is 
adopted without change. 

The FAA has determined that this 
regulation affects approximately 1,700 
helicopters, and it is estimated that the 
one-time cost of compliance for United 
States registered aircraft is less than 
$320 per helicopter for a total fleet cost 
of less than $544,000. Therefore, I certify 
that this action (1) is not a “major rule” 
under Executive Order 12291; (2) is not a 
“significant rule” under Department of 
Transportation Regulatory Policies and 
Procedures (44 FR 11034; February 26, 
1979); and (3) will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
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number of small entities under the 
criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility Act. 
A copy of the draft evaluation prepared 
for this action is contained in the 
regulatory docket. A copy of it may be 
obtained by contacting the person 
identified under the caption “FOR 
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT.” 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 


Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation 
safety, Safety, Incorporation by 
reference. 


Adoption of the Amendment 
PART 39—[ AMENDED] 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the Federal) Aviation Administration 
amends § 39.13 of Part 39 of the FAR as 
follows: 

1. The authority citation for Part 39 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354{a), 1421, and 1423; 
49 U.S.C. 106{g) (Revised Pub. L. 97-449, 
January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.89. 


2. By superseding Amendment 39- 
4940, AD 84-18-08 (49 FR 43046; October 
26, 1984) with the following AD. 


Hughes Helicopters, Inc. 

(Hughes Helicepters): Applies to Model 369 
series helicopters including military Models 
YOH-6A and OH-6A, certificated in any 
category, equipped with tail rotor blades Part 
Numbers (P/N) 369A1613-3, -7, -501, and 
~503, Serial Numbers (S/N) 6928 and prior; 
P/N’s 369D21613-11, -41, and -51, S/N’s 5144 
and prior; P/N 369D22606, S/N’s.0077 and 
prior; P/N 369D21615, S/N's 0480 and prior; 
and P/N’s 421-088-BSC and -3, all serial 
numbers. 

Compliance is required within the next 100 
hours’ time in service after the effective date 
of this AD, unless already accomplished. 

To prevent the loss of a tail rotor blade tip 
cap in flight and subsequent loss of tail rotor 
control, accomplish the following: 

(a) Remove, inspect, and modify biades in 
accordance with paragraphs a through g, Part 
I “PROCEDURE” section of Hughes Service 
Information Notices (SIN) DN-132.1, EN-21.1, 
FN-9.1, HN-199.1 dated May 1, 1985, or SIN’s 
DN-129, EN-18, and HN-195 dated August 27, 
1984. 

(b) An alternate method of compliance 
which provides an equivalent level of safety 
may be used when approved by the Manager 
of the Western Aircraft Certification Office, 
Hawthorne, California. 

(c) Special flight permits may be issued in 
accordance with FAR §§ 21.197 and 21.199 to 
ferry aircraft to a maintenance base in order 
to comply with the requirements of this AD. . 


The manufacturer's specifications and 
procedures identified and described in 
this directive are incorporated herein 
and made a part hereof pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. '552fa)}{1). All persons affected by 
this directive who have not already 
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received these documents from the 
manufacturer may obtain copies upon 
request to McDonnell Douglas 
Helicopter Company, Centinela Avenu 
and Teale Street, Culver City, California 
90230. These documents also may be 
examined at the FAA, Southwest 
Region, Room 158, Building 3B, 4400 Blue 
Mound Road, Fort Worth, Texas 76106, 
or at the Western Aircraft Certification 
Office, 15000 Aviation Boulevard, 
Hawthorne, California 90250. 

This amendment supersedes 
Amendment 39-4940 (49 FR 43046; 
October 26, 1984), AD 84-18-08. 

This amendment becomes effective 
February 14, 1986. 

Issued in Fort Worth, Texas, on December 
9, 1985. - 

C. R. Melugin, Jr., 
Director, Southwest Region. 


[FR Doc. 86-733 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


14 CFR Part 39 
[Docket No. 85-ASW-24, Amdt. 39-5196) 


Airworthiness Directives; Sikorsky 
Mode! S-58 Series Helicopters 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This action publishes in the 
Federal Register and makes effective as 
to all persons an amendment adopting a 
new airworthiness directive (AD) which 
was previously made effective as to all 
known U.S. owners and operators of 
Sikorsky Model S-58A, B, C, D, E, F, G, 
H, J, BT, DT, ET, FT, HT, and JT; CH-34 
series; HH-34 series; SH-34 series; UH- 
34 series; and VH-34 series helicopters 
by individual letters. The AD requires 
repetitive inspection of the main rotor 
head star assembly bolts for security 
and damage and replacement as 
necessary. The AD is needed to prevent 
the separation of the stationary star and 
rotating star which could result in loss 
of control of the helicopter. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: January 13, 1986, as to 
all persons except those persons to 
whom it was made immediately 
effective by priority letter AD No. 85- 
17-08, issued August 30, 1985, which 
contained this amendment. 

The incorporation by reference of 
certain publications listed in the 
regulations is approved by the Director 
of the Federal Register as of January 13, 
1986. 
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the procedures of Executive Order 12291 
with respect to this rule since the rule 
must be issued immediately to correct 
an unsafe condition in aircraft. It has 
been further determined that this action 
involves an emergency regulation under 
DOT Regulatory Policies and Procedures 
(44 FR 11034; February 26, 1979). If this 
action is subsequently determined to 
involve a significant/major regulation, a 
final regulatory evaluation or analysis, 
as appropriate, will be prepared and 
placed in the regulatory docket 
(otherwise, an evaluation or analysis is 
not required). A copy of it, when filed, 
«may be obtained by contacting the 
person identified under the caption “FOR 
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT.” 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 
Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation 


safety, Safety, and Incorporation by 
reference, 


Adoption of the Amendment 
PART 39—[ AMENDED] 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the Federal Aviation Administration 
amends § 39.13 of Part 39 of the FAR as 
follows: 

1. The authority citation for Part 39 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354{a), 1421, and 


1423; 49 U.S.C. 106(g)-(Revised Pub. L. 97-449, 
January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.89. 


Compliance: As prescribed in body of 
AD. 


ADDRESSES: The applicable service 
information may be obtained from 
Sikorsky Aircraft Division, United 
Technologies Corporation, North Main 
Street, Stratford, Connecticut 06601. 

A copy of the service bulletin is 
contained in the Rules Docket, Office of 
the Regional Counsel, FAA, Southwest 
Region, 4400 Blue Mound Road, Fort 
Worth, Texas 76106. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Cheryl McCabe, Airframe Branch, ANE- 
152, Boston Aircraft Certification Office, 
New England Region, FAA, 12 New 
England Executive Park, Burlington, 
Massachusetts 01803, telephone {617) 
273-7112. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
August 30, 1985, priority letter AD No. 
85-17-08 was issued and made effective 
immediately as to all known U.S. 
owners and operators of certain 
Sikorsky Model S-58A, B, C, D, E, F, G, 
H, J, BT, DT, ET, FT, HT, and JT; CH-34 
series; HH-34 series; SH-34 series; UH- 
34 series; and VH-34 series helicopters. 
The AD requires (1) repetitive inspection 
of the bolts for security and damage; (2) 
a fluorescent magnetic particle 
inspection for cracks if the bolts are 
loose or damaged; (3) immediate 
replacement if the bolts are cracked; 
and (4) regardless of bolt condition, 
repetitive replacement within prescribed 
time limits. Since publication of the 
priority letter AD, it was found that 
paragraph (d) required clarification. 
Accordingly, paragraph (d) is also 
amended with this publication in the 
Federal Register to clarify the 
compliance requirements. 

Since it was found that immediate 
corrective action was required, notice 
and public procedure thereon were 
impracticable and contrary to public 
interest, and good cause existed to make 
the AD effective immediately by 
individual letters, issued August 30, 
1985, to all known U.S. owners and 
operators of certain Model S-58 and S- 
58T series helicopters and their military 
counterparts. These conditions still 
exist, and the AD is hereby published in 
the Federal Register as an amendment 
to § 39.13 of the Federal Aviation 
Regulations (FAR) to make it effective 
as to all persons. 

The FAA has determined that this 
regulation is an emergency regulation 
that is not considered to be major under 
Executive Order 12291. It is 
impracticable for the agency to follow 


2. By adding the following new 
airworthiness directive: 


Sikorsky Aircraft: 


Applies to Model S-58 A, B, C, D, E, F, G, 
H, J, BT, DT, ET, FT, HT, and JT helicopters 
certificated in any category and CH-34 
series, HH-34 series, SH-34 series, UH-34 
series, and VH-34 series helicopters 
certificated in the restricted category. 

Compliance is required as indicated, unless 
already accomplished. 

To prevent the separation of the stationary 
star and rotating star, accomplish the 
following: 

- (a) Within the next 10 hours’ time in service 
after the effective date of this AD, and 
thereafter at intervals not to exceed 25 hours’ 
time in service from the last inspection, 
visually inspect the 12 main rotor head star 
assembly retainer bolts, Part Number (P/N) 
MS20074-04-04 or P/N AN74A4, for damage 
and for security of fastening in accordance 
with Section 2, Paragraph A, of Sikorsky 
Alert Service Bulletin (ASB) No. 58B10-19, 
dated May 31, 1985, or later FAA-approved 
revision. 

(b) If damaged or loose bolts are found, 
fluorescent magnetic particle inspect the 
bolts for cracks and-visually inspect the bolt 
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threads for crossed, stripped, or flattened 
threads in accordance with Section 2, 
Paragraph A, of Sikorsky ASB No. 58B10-19, 
dated May 31, 1985, or later FAA-approved 
revision. 

(c) If a cracked bolt is found, or if the bolt 
threads are crossed, stripped, or flattened, 
replace with a new (zero time) bolt prior to 
further flight in accordance with Section 2, 
Paragraph A, of Sikorsky ASB No. 58B10-19, 
dated May 31, 1985, or later FAA-approved 
revision. 

(d) Within the next 100 hours’ time in 
service after the effective date of this AD, 
unless already accomplished within the last 
1,000 hours’ time in service, replace the 12 
main rotor head star assembly retainer bolts 
with new (zero time) bolts in accordance 
with Section 2, Paragraphs A(7) (c), (d), and 
(e) and Paragraph B, of Sikorsky ASB No. 
58B10-19, dated May 31, 1985, or later FAA- 
approved revision; thereafter, install new 
* (zero time) main rotor head star assembly 
retainer bolts at intervals not to exceed 1,100 
hours’ time in service. 

(e) Render unairworthy any bolts removed 
in accordance with the requirements of 
paragraph (d) of this AD by crushing the 
threads. 

(f) Aircraft may be ferried in accordance 
with the provisions of FAR §§ 21.197 and 
21.199 to a base where the AD can be 
accomplished. 

(g) An alternate method of compliance or 
adjustments of the compliance time which 
provide an equivalent level of safety may be 
used when approved by the Manager, Boston 
Aircraft Certification Office, 12 New England 
Executive Park, Burlington, Massachusetts 
01803, telephone number (617) 273-7118. 


The manufacturer's specifications and 
procedures identified and described in 
this directive are incorporated herein 
and made a part hereof pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 552{a)(1). All persons affected by 
this directive who have not already 
received these documents from the 
manufacturer may obtain copies upon 
request of Sikorsky Aircraft Division, 
United Technology Corporation, North 
Main Street, Stratford, Connecticut 0661. 
These documents also may be examined 
at the Rules Docket, Office of the 
Regional Counsel, FAA, Southwest 
Region, 4400 Blue Mound Road, Fort 
Worth, Texas 76016. 


This amendment becomes effective January 
13, 1986, as to all persons except those 
persons to whom it was made immediately 
effective by priority letter AD No. 85-17-08, 
issued August 30, 1985, which contained this 
amendment. 

Issued in Forth Worth, Texas, on December 


11, 1985. 
F. E. Whitfield, 
Acting Director, Southwest Region. 


[FR Doc. 86-735 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Economic Development 
Administration 


13 CFR Parts 305, 306, 307, and 308 
[Docket No. 51073-5173] 


‘ Miscellaneous Amendments to 


Financial Assistance Programs 
Regarding Energy Conservation 


AGENCY: Economic Development 
Administration (EDA), Department of 
Commerce. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The Economic Development 
Administration (EDA) is hereby 
providing notice that the interim final 
rule published May 10, 1982 (47 FR 
19982) is now a final rule without 
change. This rule permits the energy 
conservation goals of E.O. 12185 to be 
attained through voluntary cooperation 
between the Agency and the recipient of 
its financial assistance. ; 
DATES: The interim final regulation was 
effective May 10, 1982 and remains in 
effect without change. The revisions to 
the authority citations are effective 
January 14, 1986. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Orson G. Swindle III, Assistant 
Secretary for Economic Development, 
Economic Development Administration, 
U.S. Department of Commerce, Herbert 
C. Hoover Building, 14th Street between 
Pennsylvania and Constitution Avenues, 
NW-.:, Room 7800, Washington, DC 20230 
(202) 377-5081. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EDA 
published this interim rule regarding 
voluntary implementation of energy 
conservation programs on May 10, 1982 
(47 FR 19982) and allowed interested 
persons 60 days to comment. No 
comments were received. 

Under E.O. 12291 the Department 
must judge whether a regulation is 
“major” within the meaning of Section 1 
of the Order and therefore subject to the 
requirement that a Regulatory Impact — ' 
Analysis be prepared. This regulation is 
not major because it is not likely to 
result in an annual effect on the 
economy of $100 million or more; a 
major increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, 
Federal, State, or local government 
agencies, or geographic regions; or 
significant adverse effects on 
competition, employment, investment, 
productivity, innovation, or on the 
ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign- 
based enterprises in domestic or export 
markets. 

Accordingly, neither a preliminary nor 
final Regulatory Impact Analysis has to 
be or will be prepared. 
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This final rule is exempt from all 
requirements of 5 U.S.C 553 including 
notice and opportunity to comment and 
delayed effective date, because it relates 
to public property, loans, grants, 
benefits and contracts. 

No other law requires that notice and 
opportunity for comment be given for 
the rule. 

Since notice and an opportunity for 
comment are not required to be given for 
this rule under Section 553 of the APA (5 
U.S.C. 553) or any other law, under 
sections 603(a) and 604(a) of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 
603(a), 604(a)), no initial or final 
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis has been 
or will be prepared. 

This rule does not contain a collection 
of information for purposes of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (Pub. L. 96- 
511). 

List of Subjects 


13 CFR Part 305 


Community development, Community 
facilities, Grant programs—community 
development, Indians, Loan programs— 
community development. 


13 CFR Part 306 


Business and industry, Community 
development, Indians, Loan programs— 
business, Loan programs—community 
development, Rent subsidies. 


13 CFR Part 307 


Business and industry, Community 
development, Government contracts, 
Grant programs—business, Grant 
programs—community development, 
Indians, Research, Technical assistance. 


13 CFR Part 308 


Business and industry, Community 
development, Community facilities, 
Grant programs—business, Grant 
programs—community development, 
Indians, Manpower training programs, 
Mortgages, Relocation assistance, Rent 
subsidies, Reporting and record keeping 
requirements, Research, Technical 
assistance, Unemployment 
compensation. 

Accordingly, for the reasons set forth 
above, the interim rule published at 47 
FR 19982, is adopted as final with the 
following change: 


PARTS 305, 306, 307, 308—[AMENDED] 


1. The authority citations for Parts 305, 
306, 307 and 308 are revised as follows: 


Authority: Sec. 701, Pub. L. 89-136, 79 Stat. 
570 (42 U.S.C. 3211); sec. 1-105, E.O. 12185; 
Department of Commerce Organization Order 
10-4, as amended (40 FR 56702, as amended). 
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Dated: January 7, 1986. 
Orson G. Swindless, Il, 
Assistant Secretary for Economic 
Development. 
[FR Doc. 86-787 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-24-M 


International Trade Administration 


15 CFR Parts 376 and 399 
[Docket No. 510-71-5171] 


Export Licensing; Commodity Control 
List; Electronic Computers and 
Related Equipment 


AGENCY: Office of Export 
Administration, International Trade 
Administration, Commerce. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: On December 31, 1984 (49 FR 
50608-50632), the Office of Export 
Administration issued a final rule 
regarding the export of certain computer 
equipment, software and communication 
switching equipment. The rule involved 
amendments toe the Commodity Control 
List (CCL), which identifies those 
commodities subject to Department of 
Commerce export controls. 

.The changes in export policy and 
procedure embodied in that rule 
required other conforming changes to 
the Export Administration Regulations, 
but such changes were not made then in 
order to present the revised CCL entries 
as quickly as possible. This rule sets 
forth a revised § 376.10 of the Export 
Administration Regulations, which 
includes documentation requisements 
and visitation requirements that 
conform to the new provisions (effective 
January 1, 1985) of CCL entry 1565A, 
Electronic Computers and Related 
Equipment. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: This rule is effective 
January 14, 1986. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Richard Usrey, Exporter Assistance 
Division, Office of Export 
Administration, Telephone: (202) 377- 
3856. For questions of a technical nature 
regarding the export of computer 
equipment, contact Randy Williams, 
Scientific and Electronic Equipment 
Division, Office of Export 
Administration, Telephone: (202) 377- 
3109. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Rulemaking Requirements 

1. This rule is exempted from the 
provisions of the Administrative 
Procedure Act requiring notice of 
proposed rulemaking, an opportunity for 
public participation, and a delay in 


effectivedate (5 U.S.C. 553) under 
section 13(a) of the Export 
Administration Act of 1979, as amended. 
This regulation also involves a foreign 
and military affairs function of the 
United States. - 

2. This rule contains a collection of 
information requirement under the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, 44 
U.S.C. 3501 et seg. (Approved by the 
Office of Management and Budget under 
control number 0625-0038). 

3. Because a notice of proposed 
rulemaking is not required to be 
published for this rule, it is not a rule 
within the meaning of section 601{2) of 
the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 5 U.S.C. 
601(2) and is not subject to the 
requirements of that Act. Accordingly, 
no initial or final Regulatory Flexibility 
Analysis has been or will be prepared. 

4. Because this rule concerns a foreign 
and military affairs function of the 
United States, it is not a rule or 
regulation within the meaning of section 
1(a) of Executive Order 12291 and, 
accordingly, is not subject to the 
requirements of that Order. Accordingly, 
no preliminary or final Regulatory 
Impact Analysis has been or will be 
prepared. 

Therefore, this regulation is issued in 
final form. Although there is no forma] 
comment period, public comments on 
this regulation are welcome on a 
continuing basis. 


List of Subjects in 15 CFR Part 376 
Exports. : 


Accordingly, Parts 376 and 399 of the 
Export Administration Regulations (15 
CFR parts 368-399) are amended as 
follows: 


PART 376—[ AMENDED] 


1. The authority citation for 15 CFR 

Part 376 continues to read as follows: 

* Authority: Pub. L. 96-72, 93 Stat. 503, 50 
U.S.C. App. 2401 ef seg., as amended by Pub. 
L. 97-145 of December 29, 1981 and by Pub. L. 
99-64 of July 12, 1985; E.O. 12525 of July 12, 
1985 (50 FR 28757, July 16, 1985). 


2. Section 376.10 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 376.10 Electronic computers and related 
equipment. 

Special provisions relating to the 
licensing for export or reexport of 
electronic computers and/or related 
commodities {ECCN 1565) are set forth 
below. 

(a) Digital Computers.—{1) General 
requirements. Applications to export or 
reexport “digital computers” or 
equipment containing digital computers 
+o destinations in Country Groups Q, W, 
and Y, Afghanistan and the People’s 
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Republic of China, or to upgrade existing 
“digital computer” installations in those 
areas, must be accompanied by Form 
ITA-6031P, Computer System 
Parameters. Two or more forms may be 
submitted if needed to describe all 
equipment on complex systems. 
Specification sheets should be furnished 
to corroborate the data supplied on 
Form ITA-6031P and calculations used 
to arrive at values should also be 
furnished, as appropriate. Observe the 
precise definitions in Advisory Notes 12 
and 16 to ECCN 1565A before making 
calculations. The following information 
must be supplied, as applicable, for all 
transactions: . 

(i) The exact name and address of the 
actual end-user cf the equipment; 

(ii) A detailed statement of the type of 
services performed or goods produced 
by the proposed end-user; 

(iii) A detailed description of the 
purpose of the transaction and the 
nature of the data processing activities 
for which the equipment will be used; 

{iv) The location of all terminals 
outside the “computer usng facility” 
proposed for the system. If any user of a 
terminal differs from the end-user of the 
central computer system, the 
information required by paragraphs 
(a)(1), (i), (ii), and (iii) above should be 
provided for each additional end-user; 

(v) A simplified system block diagram 
drawn in standard computer equipment/ 
system symbology showing the CPU 
features and the specific channel 
connections of all peripheral devices, 
data acquisition and/or control 
elements and telecommunications 
networks included in the total system. 
When a commodity that will be used to 
enhance an existing system is to be 
exported or reexported, the block 
diagram should clearly identify which 
components constitute the existing- 
system and which are proposed as 
enhancements or additions; 

(vi) A description of all computer 
software that requires a validated 
license, which will be exported for use 
with the equipment, as follows: 

(A) Identification by name or other 
description of each software package or 
program proposed for.export, followed 
by a detailed functional description of 
the use of each software package or 
program. 

(B) Means by which each software 
program identifed in paragraph 
(a){1}{(vi}(A) above is intended to be 
conveyed, i.e., source or object code. 

(C) An explanation of why software 
proposed for export in other than object 
code is required. 

(D) A statement on whether any 
software intended for export has been 
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previously exported in the same form 
and the date of such export. Differences 
in previously exported software, e.g., 
source and object code, supporting 
material, and scope or character of 
training, should be explained. Provide 
the license number(s) of previously 
exported software, if available. 

(vii) For upgrades to previously 
exported systems, a statement of any 
conditions that were imposed on the 
previous license, if applicable; 

(viii) A detailed description of a// 
training to be provided as part of the 
proposed export including training 
related to software and; 

(ix) For systems that exceed any of 
the limits specified in Advisory Note 9, 
an analysis of the workload of the 
system in terms of how dedicated the 
system will be to the proposed end-use. 

(2) Special documentation é 
requirements. Applications to export or 
reexport computers that are described in 
Advisory Note 9{c)(4) or Advisory Note 
12 of ECCN 1565, or that exceed any of 
the limits specified in Advisory Note 12, 
must be accompanied by a signed 
statement from a responsible 
representative of the end-user or 
importing agency describing the end-use 
and certifying that— 

(i) The equipment will be used only 
for civil applications; 

(ii) The equipment will not be 
reexported or otherwise disposed of 
without the prior written permission of 
the Office of Export Administration; 

(iii) Responsible Western 
representatives of the exporting firm 
will have the right of access, upon 
reasonable notice, to the “computer 
using facility” and all equipment, 
wherever located, during normal 
working hours or any time when the 
computer is operating, and will be 
furnished information demonstrating 
continued authorized use of the 
equipment; ; 

(iv) Spare parts will be kept under the 
applicant's control and will be limited to 
the quantity of spares on site needed to 
support the computer facility for six 
months; and 

(v) Responsible Western 
representatives of the exporting firm 
will be notified of any significant change 
in the application or other facts on 
which the export license or reexport 
request is based. 

(3) Visitation requirements. Periodic 
visits and reports on computer systems 


described by Advisory Note 12 of ECCN . 


1565 may be required, subject to the 
following conditions: 

(i) There is no visitation/report 
requirement when the system parameter 
values do not exceed— 


(A) “Total processing data rate”—28 
million bits per second, 

(B) “Total connected capacity” of 
“main storage’—9.8 million bits; 

(ii) The exporting firm will have a 
responsible Western representative visit 
and inspect the computer-using facility 
and all equipment, wherever located, at 
least quarterly for three years, and 
report periodically to the Office of 
Export Administration whether the 
“digital computers” and “related 
equipment” therefor are still being used 
for the approved purposes at the 
authorized location when the parameter 
values exceed limits of either (i) (A) or 
(B) above, but the following limits are 
not exceeded— 

(A) “Total processing data” rate—40 
million bits per second, 

(B) “Total connected capacity” of 
“main storage”—19.6 million bits; and 

(iii) When the parameter values of the 
equipment exceed the limits of either (ii) 
(A) or (B) above, then the supplier will: 

(A) Have a responsible Western 
representative visit and inspect the 
“computer using facility” and all 
equipment, wherever located, at least 
monthly for two years and thereafter 
quarterly for four years, and 

(B) Report periodically to the Office of 
Export Administration whether the 
“digital computers” and “related 
equipment” therefor are still being used 
for the approved purposes at the 
authorized location. 

Note.—The visitation requirements of 
paragraphs (a)(3) (ii) and (iii) above will be 
waived for remote terminal devices if they 
consist only of peripheral equipment freed 
from control by paragraph (h)(2)(v) in ECCN 
1565. 


(4) Definitions of terms. Definitions of 
all relevant terms are contained in 
Advisory Notes 12 and 16 to ECCN 
1565A. 

(b) Analog Computers. (1) 
Applications to export or reexport 
analog computers to Country Groups Q, 
W, and Y, Afghanistan and the People’s 
Republic of China should include the 
following information on their technical 
characteristics: 

(i) The quantity, “static accuracy”, 
and “total error” rating of each type of 
summer, integrator, multiplier, or 
function generator employed; and 

(ii) The number of integrator time 
scales and whether or not they are 
switchable during operation. 

(2) Definitions of terms. Definitions of 
all relevant terms are contained in 
Advisory Notes 12 and 16 to ECCN 
1565A. 

(c) Failure to submit information. 
Failure to submit the required 
information (as specified in this § 376.10 
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and on Form ITA-6031P) will result in 
export license applications being 
returned without action. 


(Appreved by the Office of Management and 
Budget under contro] number 0625-0038.) 


PART 399—[ AMENDED] 


3. The authority citation for 15 CFR 
Part 399 continues to read as follows: 

Authority: Pub. L. 96-72, 93 Stat. 503, 50 
U.S.C. App. 2401 et seg., as amended by Pub. 
L. 97-145 of December 29, 1981 and by Pub. L. 
99-64 of July 12, 1985; and E.O. 12525 of July 
12, 1985 (50 FR 28757, July 16, 1985). 


§ 399.1 [Amended] 


4. In Supplement No. 1 to § 399.1 (the 
Commodity Control List), Commodity 
Group 5 (Electronics and Precision 
Instruments), ECCN 1565A is amended 
by adding certain definitionsin 
alphabetical order to Advisory Note 16 
as follows: 


Group 5—[Amended] 
1565A Electronic computers. . . and 


“related equipment”. 


* * * * * 


Advisory Note 16: The following are 
definitions of terms used in ECCN 
1565A: 3 


* * 7 * * 


“Computer/control unit interface”’— 
Hardware between the control unit and 
communications channel is the interface 
for the control unit and’channel. It 
supports attachment of the control unit 
to the communications channel and is 
rated for maximum data transfer rate/ 
channel. In the absence of control units, 
adapters on the I/O bus of the computer 
serve as the interface and are rated for 
maximum data transfer rate/channel 
and total transfer rate/adapter. 


* * * * * 


“Directly connected input-output or 
communication control unit"—Remote 
communication controllers or adapters 
(devices located more than 1500 meters 
from the main computer at the user 
facility). The adapters control, units, 
multiplexers, are directly connected to 
the computer I/O bus, without modems. 


* * * * * 


“Graphic devices"—Displays or 
graphic input devices or graphic 
terminals. 


* * * * * 


“Processing units implemented by 
microprocessors” —Processing units 
(CPU's) that feature more than one 
microprocessor or microcomputer 
microcircuit to provide cumulative 
processing performance, net including 
any dedicated microcircuit used solely 
for display, keyboard, or input/output 
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control, or any bit-slice microprocessor 
microcircuit. 
* * 7 * * 

“Remote terminals’—Terminals 
(CRT’s, alphanumerics, graphic 
terminals, general purpose intelligent 
terminals, dumb terminals, etc.) located 
more than 1500 meters from the main 
computer at the user facility. 

* * . 7 * 

Dated: December 23, 1985. 
Walter J. Olson, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Export 
Administration. 
[FR Doc. 86-780 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-DT-M 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Food and Drug Administration 


21 CFR Part 172 and 184 
[Docket No. 85N-0525] 


Food Additives; Substances Generally 
Recognized as Safe; Editorial 
Amendments 


Correction 


In FR Doc. 85-28635, beginning on 
page 49535 in the issue of Tuesday, 
December 3, 1985, make the following 
corrections: 

On page 49536: 

1. In the second column: 

a. In the heading preceding 
amendatory instruction 3, the section 
number should read “§ 172.834”. 

b. In amendatory instruction 3, 
“Ethoxylatged” should read 
“Ethoxylated”. 

c. In amendatory instruction 4, fourth 
line, “Ret. No.” should read “Reg. No.”. 

2. In the third column, in the authority 
citation of Part 184, first line, “421” 
should read “402”. 

BILLING CODE 1505-01-M 


21 CFR Parts 173, 175, 176, and 178 


[Docket Nos. 81F-0197, 82F-0055, and 82F- 
0087) 


Certain Food Additives; Denial of 
Request for Hearing 


Corrections 


In FR Doc. 85-28768, beginning on 
page 49684 in the issue of Wednesday, 
December 4, 1985, make the following 
corrections: ; 

1. On page 49685, in the first column, 
second complete paragraph, first line, 
“ditert” should read “di-tert”. 

2. On the same page, same column, 
second complete paragraph, second line, 


“hydroxy-phenyl” should read 
“hydroxypheny!”. 

3. On the same page, in the first and 
second columns, “ditert” should read 
“di-tert” in the following places: 

a. First column, second complete 
paragraph, fifth line. 

b. Second column, third complete 
paragraph, third and eighteenth lines. 
BILLING CODE 1505-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT 


Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
Housing-Federal Housing 
Commissioner 


24 CFR Part 201 
[Docket No. R-85-1178; FR-1656) 


Mortgage and Loan Insurance 
Programs; Title | Property 
Improvement and Manufactured Home 
Loans; Announcement of Effective 
Date and Correction 


AGENCY: Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Housing-Federal Housing 
Commissioner, HUD. 


ACTION: Notice of announcement of 


effective date for final rule; correction. 


SUMMARY: This notice announces the - 
effective date for the final rule published 
in the Federal Register on October 25, 
1985 (50 FR 43516) that concerned~ 
property improvement and 
manufactured home loans. The rule 
codified, restated, and reorganized the 
current regulations contained in 24 CFR 
Part 201 that implement Title I, section 2 
of the National Housing Act. Today’s 
document also makes a correction to the 
October 25, 1985 final rule. 

Dates: Effective date: This rule is 
effective on January 15, 1986. 

However, a new manufactured home 
produced with a data plate and sold 
with a wholesale manufacturer's invoice 
that are both dated before January 15, 
1986, and which has been sold with a 
manufacturer's invoice that complies 
with Title I regulations in effect before 
January 15, 1986, but not with 
regulations in effect on or after January 
15, 1986, has until July 15, 1986 to comply 
with the following listed provisions: 

§ 201.2 (p); (hh), (ii), (kk), and (7); 

§ 201.10 (b)(1) and (d)(1); § 201.21(b)(3); 
§ 201.10(b)(4) (sentence one only); and 
§ 201.10(d)(4) (sentence one only). For 
the loans eligible to use the delayed 
compliance date, the following 
provisions from the regulations in effect 
before January 15, 1986, shall be used 
with respect to the origination of Title I 
manufactured home loans through July 
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14, 1986; §§ 201.501(i); 201.530(a); 
201.1502(i); and 201.1504(a)(2). 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
William C. Sorrentino, Director, Office 
of Manufactured Housing and 
Regulatory Functions, Room 9158, 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, 451 Seventh Street, SW., 
Washington, DC 20410-8000, (202) 755- 
5210. (This is not a toll-free number.) 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Effective Date 
1. Background 


The Department published a final rule 
on October 25, 1985 (50 FR 43516), which 
restated and réorganized the current 
property improvement and 
manufactured home loan regulations 
appearing in 24 CFR Part 201. These 
regulations implement Title I, section 2 
of the National Housing Act. The 
effective date of the October 25, 1985, 
final rule stated that the rule would 
become effective following expiration of 
a period of 30 calendar days of 
continuous session of Congress after 
publication, but not until future notice of 
the effectiveness of the rule was 
published in the Federal Register. 

Thirty calendar days of continuous 
session of Congress have expired since 
the rule was published. To provide for 
the new rule’s uniform implementation 
for all property improvement loans and 
for all manufactured home loans (except 
as detailed in this Notice), HUD has 
delayed the new rule's implementation 
until January 15, 1986. In this way, 
property improvement contractors and 
dealers, home manufacturers and 
dealers, and lenders all will have had 


‘additional time since the rule's 


publication on October 25, 1985 to adjust 
to the requirements of the new final rule. 
Moreover, an additional period of 
transition is being provided to avoid 
causing hardships in the marketplace to 
home manufacturers and dealers which 
have engaged in wholesale transactions 
involving manufactured homes in recent 
months under currently applicable Title 
I regulations. 


2. Discussion 


Since the final rule’s publication, some 
home manufacturers, lenders and 
dealers have requested that HUD permit 
new manufactured homes produced and 
sold by manufacturers with wholesale 
invoices dated before the new rule’s 
effective date to continue to qualify for 
Title I manufactured home loans for a 
reasonable period after the new rule is 
effective. Noting the cessation of 
marketing throughout much of the 
country during the deep winter months, 
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they have predicted economic hardship 
to the industry unless some transitional 
relief is granted. In many instances, such 
homes were sold under wholesale 
marketing plans or arrangements that 
would not qualify under the new Title I 
final rule. In such cases, the 
manufacturers’ invoices do not conform 
to the invoice requirements of the new 
rule, and the manufacturers cannot 
execute the required certifications in 
such invoices or detail the various 
wholesale (base) prices of the 
manufactured homes, furniture, options 
and specialty items, or the charges for 
sales taxes and freight. 

To assist manufacturers and dealers 
in marketing new homes which have 
been sold through such wholesale 
transactions under the currently 
applicable regulations, the Department 
has concluded that a reasonable 
transition period—which takes into 
account the winter months’ impact upon 
marketing—can be justified. Therefore, 
provided that such new homes would 
have been eligible for manufactured 
home loans under the currently 
applicable Title I regulations, HUD will 
allow them to be purchased with the 
proceeds of Title I loans for an 
additional six-month period after the 
effective dete of the new Title I final 
tule. As set forth below, certain current 
regulatory provisions will continue to 
apply to the origination of loans to 
finance the purchase of such homes, and 
certain provisions of the new Title I rule 
will not apply to such loans’ origination. 
All other provisions of the new final rule 
will apply to such loans once they are 
originated. 

For all property improvement loans, 
the effective date of the final rule 
revising 24 CFR Part 201 and published 
on October 25, 1985 is January 15, 1986. 

For manufactured home loans, the 
effective date of the final rule is as 
follows: 

A. For new manufactured homes 
produced on or after January 15, 1986, as 
evidenced by the data plate affixed in 
each home by its manufacturer, the 
effective date of the final rule in its 
entirety is January 15, 1986. 

B. For new manufactured homes 
produced before January 15, 1986, as 
similarly evidenced, but sold under a 
wholesale manufacturer's invoice dated 
on or after January 15, 1986, the effective 
date of the final rule in its entirety is 
January 15, 1986. 

C. For a new manufactured home 
produced with a data plate and sold 
with a wholesale manufacturer's invoice 
that are both dated before January 15, 
1986, and whose invoice wholly meets 
the requirements of the new Title I final 


rule, the effective date of the final rule in 
its entirety is January 15, 1986. 

D. For a new manufactured home 
produced with a data plate and sold 
with a wholesale manufacturer's invoice 
that are both dated before January 15, 

986, but which has been sold with a 
manufacturer's invoice prepared under 
current Title I regulations that is not in 
compliance with the requirements of the 
new Title I final rule, the effective date 
of the final rule is January 15, 1986, 
except compliance with the following 
provisions of the new rule will not be 
required until July 15, 1986: §§ 201.2 (p), 
(hh), (ii), (kk), and {Il}; 201.10 (b){1) and 
(d)(1); 201.21(b)(3); the first sentence of 
§ 201.10(b)(4) and the first sentence of 
§ 201.10(d)(4). With respect to the 
origination of Title I manufactured 
home loans concerning these homes 
during the period January 15, 1986 
through July 1986, §§ 201.501{i), 
201.530(a), 201.1502(i), and 201.1504{a)(2) 
of the current Title I regulations shall 
continue in effect. Thereafter, such new 
homes shall only be eligible for Title I 
manufactured home loans originated on 
or after July 15, 1986 if their wholesale 
manufacturers’ invoices wholly meet the 
requirements of the new Title I final 
rule. 

Correction 

In addition to establishing the 
effective date and compliance data 
discussed above, this document also 
corrects an.error contained in the 
October 25, 1985 final rule— 

Accordingly, in FR Doc. 85—25302, 
appearing in the October 25 issue of the 
Federal Register, the following 
correction is made: 

In § 201.21(d)(2), on page 43530, in the 
left column, the phrase “and {c)(2)” is 
removed. 

Dated: January 10, 1986. 

Grady J. Norris, 

Assistant General Counsel for Regulations. 
[FR Doc. 86-847 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4210-27-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
internal Revenue Service 

26 CFR Parts 1, 20, 25, and 602 
[T.D. 8069] 


income Taxes; Qualified Conservation 
Contributions 


AGENCY: Internal Revenue Service, 
Treasury. 


ACTION: Final regulations. 


Federal Register / Vol. 51, No. 9 / Tuesday, January 14, 1986 / Rules and Regulations 


summary: This document contains final 
regulations relating to contributions not 
in trust of partial interests in property 
for conservation purposes. Changes to 
the applicable law made by the 
Temporary Tax Provisions, Extension 
and the Tax Reform Act of 1984 are 
reflected in this document. These 
regulations provide necessary guidance 
to the public for compliance with the 
law and affect donors and donees of 
qualified conservation contributions. 


DATES: Except as otherwise provided in 
§ 1.170A-14(g)(4)(ii), the regulations 
apply to contributions made on or after 
December 18, 1980, and are effective on 
December 18, 1980. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ada S. Rousso of the Legislation and 
Regulations Division, Office of Chief 
Counsel, Internal Revenue Service, 1111 
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington, 
DC 20224 (Attention: CC:LR:T), 
Telephone 202-566-3287 {not a toll free 
call). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Background 


On May 23, 1983, the Federal Register 
(48 FR 22940) published proposed 
amendments to the Income Tax 
Regulations (26. CFR Part 1) and Estate 
and Gift Tax Regulations (26 CFR Parts 
20 and 25) under sections 170(h), 2055 
and 2522 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 (Code). The amendments were 
proposed to conform the regulations to 
section 6 of the Temporary Tax 
Provisions, Extension (Pub. L. 96-541, 96 
Stat. 3206). A public hearing was held on 
September 15, 1983. Subsequent to the 
hearing, section 170(h)(5) of the Code 
was amended by section 1035{a) of the 
Tax Reform Act of 1984 (Pub. L. 98-369, 
98 Stat. 1042). On December 10, 1984, the 
Service issued a news release (IR-84— 
125) reminding taxpayers claiming 
deductions for donations of 
conservation easements that such 
deductions are limited to the fair market 
value of the easement at the time of the. 
contribution. The news release further 
indicated that if the donation of the 
easement does not decrease the value of 
the property on which the easement is 
granted, the fair market value of the 
easement, and thus, the deduction, is 
zero. 

After consideration of all comments 
regarding the proposed amendments and 
of the revision made by the Tax Reform 
Act of 1984, those amendments are 
adopted as revised by this Treasury 
decision. 
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Summary of Comments 


Qualified Contribution of Entire Interest 
of Donor Other Than Qualified Mineral 
Interest 


In response to many comments 
regarding the donation of an entire 
interest of the donor other than a 
qualified mineral interest, proposed 
§ 1.170A-14(b) has been revised to 
provide that section 170(h) will not 

-disallow a deduction for a conservation 
contribution where the donor has 
previously transferred a portion of the 
entire interest unless the donor has 
purposefully reduced his interest before 
the contribution is made, for example, 
by transferring a portion to a related 
person in order to retain control of more 
than a qualified mineral interest. 


Access 


The final regulations have been 
revised to clarify the extent of public 
access required for each type of 
qualified conservation contribution 
under section 170{h). Thus, in order to 
qualify for a deduction under section 
170(h), donations of property to preserve 
land areas for outdoor recreation by or 
for the education of the general public, 
for the preservation of a view, for the 
preservation of land pursuant toa 
governmenal conservation policy, or for 
the preservation of historic structures or 
land areas must provide for either 
physical or visual access. Examples 
have been included to clarify the public 
access requirement in specific 
circumstances. 


Inconsistent Use 


Section 1.170A-14(e)(2) provides that 
a deduction will not be allowed if a 
contribution would accomplish one of 
the enumerated conservation purposes 
but would permit impairment of other 
enumerated conservation interests. 
However, inconsistent use of the 
property is permitted if that use is 
necessary for the protection of the 
conservation interests that are the 
subject of the contribution. Commenters 
felt that the proposed regulations were 
not specific enough regarding permitted 
inconsistent uses. Therefore, the final 
regulations have been revised to include 
examples of certain uses that are not 
prohibited if, under the circumstances, 
they do not impair significant 
conservation interests. See § 1.170A- 
14{e)(2). 


Third Party Mineral Rights 


The proposed regulations provided 
that the interest in property that is 
retained by the donor {and the donor's 
successor in interest) must be subject to 
legally entorceabie restrictions that will 


prevent uses of the retained interest . 
inconsistent with the conservation 
purposes of the donation. In addition, 
there was a prohibition against any 
method of mining on property that is the 


‘subject of a gift that would be 


inconsistent with the conservation 
purposes of the donation. Furthermore, a 
contribution was disallowed if at any 
time there may be surface mining on the 
property. 

Many comments were received 
requesting relief from this rule because 
in many areas of the country, the 
mineral rights are not and may never 
have been owned by the donor; thus the 
donor cannot ensure that a third party 
owner of the mineral rights will not ~ 
engage in surface mining on the property 
that is the subject of the gift. 

Subsequent to publication of the 
proposed regulations, section 1035(a) of 
the Tax Reform Act of 1984 amended 
section 170(h)(5)(B) (relating to surface 
mining) to provide an exception to the 
general rule precluding a deduction for a 
conservation contribution if there is any 
likelihood of surface mining occurring at 
any time on the property to which the 
contribution relates. For conservation 
contributions-made after July 18, 1984, ° 
the‘general rule with respect to surface 
mining will not apply to preclude.a 
deduction if the surface estate and 
mineral interests were separated before 
June 13, 1976, remain so separated up to 
and including the time of the gift, and 
the probability of surface mining 
occurring on the property is so remote as 
to be negligible. Factors that may be 
considered in determining if the 
probability of surface mining is so 
remote as to be negligible are provided 
in the final regulations. In addition, the 
regulations provide that no deduction 
for a conservation contribution of the 
surface estate is permitted under this 
exception if the present owner is related 
to the owner of the surface estate at the 


time of the gift. Finally, these regulations. 


clarify that any person may retain the 
mineral interest so long as the donor can 
guarantee observance of the restrictions 
to protect the conservation interests. See 
§ 1.170A-14(g)(4) and the example 
thereunder. 


Preservation of Open Space 


In general, the statute provides that a 
donation of real property to preserve 
open space for conservation purposes 
(including farmland and forestland) will 
qualify as a deductible contribution if 
either of two tests are met: (1) The 
preservation must be pursuant to a 
clearly delineated governmental policy 
and must yield a significant public 
benefit, or (2) the preservation must be 
for the scenic enjoyment of the general 


1497 


public and must yield a significant 
public benefit. In connection with the 
first test, the final regulations retain the 
“sliding scale” approach adopted in the 
proposed regulations which is used to 
establish a relationship between the two 
requirements. Thus, although the 
requirements of governmental policy 
and public benefit must be met __ 
independently, the more specific the 
governmental policy with respect to a 
particular site to be protected, the more 
likely the governmental decision, by 
itself, will tend to establish the 
significant public benefit associated 
with the donation. 

Commenters felt the regulations did 
not sufficiently clarify the standards 
under which deductions are allowed for 
the preservation of open space. Many of 
the comments received suggested 
revisions in the final regulations to 
provide donors with procedural ‘safe 
harbors” to avoid uncertainty regarding 
the deductibility of their donations. 
Commentators believed that without 
safe harbors, donors either will have to 
bear the expense of seeking’ advance 
rulings, or will risk additional tax 
liability if their deductions are later 
disallowed. Gener lly, the commenters 
suggested the following: 

(1) A declaration by a unit of 
government identifying a particular 
property as worthy of protection should 
meet the clearly delineated 
governmental! policy test and thus be 
sufficient to eliminate the need to meet 
the significant public benefit test. : 

(2) Acceptance of a donation by a unit 
of government (federal, state or local) or 
a duly constituted commission of such 
unit of government, should establish 
both a clearly delineated governmental 
policy and significant public benefit. 

(3) A sliding scale approach should be 
extended to the relationship between 
scenic enjoyment of the general public 
and significant public benefit. Thus, the 
more scenic the view and the more 
people who see it, the more it tends to 
confer a significant public benefit. 

(4) The regulations should encourage | 
donations of farmland for agricultural 
uses by expanding references to the 
preservation of farmland to uses other 
than just the preservation of farmland 
pursuant to a state program for flood 
prevention and control. See § 1.170A- 
14(d){4)(iv)({B). Commenters believed the 
reference was misleading because it 
implied that such is the only use for 
which there can be a deductible 
donation of farmland. 

(5) Acceptance of a donation by a 
qualified conservation organization 
should be conclusive evidence of 
deductibility. Because the Internal 
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Revenue Service lacks the expertise to 
make the subjective determinations of 
“significant public benefit” and “scenic 
enjoyment”, that responsibility should 
be delegated to either a private 
organization or to another governmental 
agency with acknowledged expertise in 
this area. 

In general, the rules in the proposed 
regulations relating to open space 
easements have been retained in the 
final regulations. However, in response 
to the comments, some clarifications 
have been made regarding such 
easements. First, the fact that a unit of 
government has identified a particular 
property as worthy of protection does 
not by itself show the existence of a 
clearly delineated governmental policy, 
and thus, the significant public benefit 
associated with the donation must be 
independently demonstrated. Second, 
when there is a rigorous review of a 
donation by a unit of government or a 
duly constituted commission of a unit of 
government, the acceptance of a 
donation by such unit or commission of 
government tends to establish the 
clearly delineated governmental policy. 

An example of a rigorous review 
process has been included in the final 
regulations. The more specific the 
governmental policy with respect to a 
particular site to be protected, the more 
likely it is that the governmental 
decision to accept the donation will 
tend, by itself, to establish the 
significant public benefit associated 
with the donation. A degree of certainty 
is available to donors in jurisdictions 
that have clearly articulated ; 
preservation policies, but as with any 
subjective test, there must ultimately be 
some exercise of judgment and 
responsibility by both donors and 
donees. Third, the terms “significant 
public benefit” and “scenic enjoyment” 
necessarily require a case-by-case 
factual determination and hence cannot 
be defined precisely. The list of factors 
included at § 1.170A-14(d){4)({iv) with 
respect to “significant public benefit” 
and § 1.170A-14(d)(4){ii) with respect to 
“scenic enjoyment” are intended to be 
illustrative, rather than all-inclusive. In 
a particular case, other facts and 
circumstances may be relevant. Fourth, 
the regulations clarify that farmland, as 
recognized by the statute, is merely a 
category of open space that must meet 
either of the two prescribed tests in 
order to be a deductible contribution. 
Finally, acceptance of a donation by a 
qualified organization is not conclusive 
evidence of the deductibility of a 
donation. The Internal Revenue Service 
has the responsibility for making final 
determinations as to the deductibility of 


donations. That responsibility cannot be 
delegated to a privete organization or to 
another governmental agency, although 
the Service accords substantial weight 
to the determinations of qualified 
organizations,and governmental 
agencies in its decision-making process. 


Donations of Mortgaged Property 


Section 170({h)(5) provides that the 
conservation purposes of the donation 
must be protected in perpetuity. The 
proposed regulations did not specifically 
address how this requirement applies to 
mortgaged property. 

In response to comments received, the 


- final regulations clarify that when a 


contribution of mortgaged property is 
made to a qualified organization, the 
mortgagee must subordinate its rights 
under the mortgage to the right of the 
qualified organization to enforce the 
conservation purposes of the gift in 
perpetuity. However, since certain 
donees, unaware of this clarification, 
accepted (or will have accepted) 
contributions of mortgaged property 
prior to February 12, 1986, without 
requiring subordination of the 
mortgagee’s rights in the property, a 
donor will be allowed a deduction for 
such a contribution provided that the 
donor can demonstrate that the 
conservation purposes of the gift are 
protected in perpetuity absent 
subordination. 


Valuation 


Section 1.170A-14(h)(3)(i) of the final 
regulations has been revised to indicate 
that increases in the value of any 
property owned by the donor or a 
related person—not just contiguous 
property—resulting from the granting of 
a perpetual conservation restriction 
must be taken into account in 
determining the amount of the 
deduction. 


Paperwork Reduction Act 


The collection of information 
requirements contained in these 
regulations have been submitted to the 
Office of Management and Budget in 
accordance with the requirements of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980. These 
requirements have been approved by 
OMB. 

Special Analyses 

The Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue has determined that this final 
rule is not a major rule as'defined in 
Executive Order 12291 and that a 
Regulatory Impact Analysis is therefore 
not required. Although a notice of 
proposed rulemaking which solicited 
public comments was issued, the 
Internal Revenue Service concluded 
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when the notice was issued that the 
regulations are interpretative and that 
the notice and public comment 
procedure requirement of 5 U.S.C: 553 
did not apply. Accordingly, the final 
regulations do not constitute regulations 
subject to the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
(5 U.S.C. chapter 6). 


Drafting Information 


The principal author of these 
regulations is Ada S. Rousso of the 
Legislation and Regulations Division of 
the Office of Chief Counsel, Internal 
Revenue Service. However, personnel 
from other offices of the Internal 
Revenue Service and Treasury 
Department participated in developing 
the regulations, both on matters of 
substance and style. 


List of Subjects 
26 CFR 1.61-1—1.281-4 


Income taxes, Taxable. income, 
Deductions, Exemptions. 


26 CFR Part 20 
Estate taxes. 

26 CFR Part 25 
Gift taxes. 

26 CFR Part 602 


Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements. 


Adoption of Amendments to the 
Regulations 


‘Accordingly, 26 CFR Parts 1, 20, 25, 
and 602 are amended as follows: 


PART 1—[ AMENDED] 


Paragraph 1. The authority for Part 1 
continues to read in part: 


Authority: 26 U.S.C. 7805. * * * 


§ 1.167(a)-5 [Amended] 


Par. 2. Section 1.167(a)-5 is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: “For the 
adjustment to the basis of a structure in 
the case of a donation of a qualified 
conservation contribution under section 
170(h), see § 1.170A-14(h)(3)(iii).” 

Par. 3. Section 1.170A-7 is amended as 
follows: 

a. The first sentence of paragraph 
(b)(1)(ii) is amended to begin with the 
phrase “With respect to contributions 
made on or before December 17, 1980.”. 

b. Paragraph (b)(1){ii) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new 
sentence: “For the deductibility of a 
qualified conservation contribution, see 
§ 1.170A-14”. . 
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c. A new paragraph (6)(5) is added 
immediately after paragraph (b)f4), as 
set forth below. 

d. The first sentence of paragraph (c} 
is amended to begin with the phrase 
“Except as provided itr § 1.170A—14.”. 

, be 5 3. (e} is revised as set forth 
>elow. 


§ 1.170A-2 Contributions. not in. trust of 
partial interests: in. property. 

(b) Coatributions of certain partial 
interests in property for which a 
deduction is allowed. * 

(5) Qualified conservation 
contribution. A deduction is allowed: 
under section 170 for the value of a 
qualified conservation. contribution. For 
the definition of a qualified conservation 
contribution, see § 1.470A—-14. 

(e) Effective date. This section applies. 
only to contributions made: after July 31, 
1969. The deduction allowable under 
§ 1.170A-7(b){1)fii} shall be available 
only for contributions made on or before 
December 17, 1980. Except as otherwise 
provided ini §, 1.170A—14(g)(4) {ii),. the 
deduction allewable under § 1.170A— 
7(}{5)} shall be available for 
contributions made on or after 
December 18, 1980. 

Par. 4. A new § 1.170A—14 is added 
after § 1.170A-13T te read as set forth 
below. 


§ 1.170A-14 Qualified conservation 
contributions. 

(a) Qualified conservation 
contributions. A deduction under 
section 170 is generally not allowed for 
a charitable contribution of any interest 
in property that consists of less than the 
donor's entire interest in the property 
other than certain transfers in trust (see 
§ 1.170A-6 relating to charitable 
contributions in trust and § 1.?70A-7 
relating to contributions not in trust of 
partial interests in property). However, 
a deduction may be allowed under 
section 170(f)(3)(B)fiii) for the value of a 
qualified conservation contribution if 
the requirements of this section are met. 
A qualified conservation contribution is 
the contribution of a qualified real 
property interest to a qualified 
organization exclusively for 
conservation purposes. To be eligible for 
a deduction under this section, the 
conservation purpose must be protected 
in perpetuity. 

(b) Qualified real property interest— 
(1) Entire interest of donor other thar 
qualified mineral! interest. (i} The entire 
interest of the donor other than a 
qualified mineral interest .is 2 qualified 
real property interest. A qualified 
mineral interest is the donor’s interest in 


subsurface oil, gas, or other minerals 
and the right of access te such minerals. 

(ii) A real property interest shall not 
be treated as an entire interest other 
than @ qualified minerat interest by 
reason of section 170(f)(2){A) and this 
paragraph (b)(1) if the property im which 
the donor’s i exists was divided 
prior to the contribution im order to 
enable the donor to retaim contro! of 
mere than a qualified minerat interest er 
to reduce the real property —— 
donated. See T: 

§ 1.170A-7fa)(2)fi. puideaaiintemeah' in 
real property may consist of an 
undivided: interest in: the property. But 
see section 470¢h)(5){A) and: the 
regulations thereunder {relating to the 
requirement that the conservation. 
purpose which is the subject et the 
donation must be protected in 
perpetuity). Minor interests, such as 
rights-of-way, that wilf not inferfere 
with the conservation purposes of the 
donation, may be transferred prior to the 
conservation contribution without 
affecting the treatment of a property 
interest as @ qualified real property 
interest under this paragraph (b)f1). 

(2) Perpetual conservation restriction. 
A perpetual conservation restriction is a 
qualified real property interest. A 
“perpetual conservation restriction” is a 
restriction granted im perpetuity on the 
use whielt nray be made of real 
property—ineluding, an easement or 
other interest in real property that under 
state law has attributes similar to am 
easement (e.g., a restrictive covennant 
or equitable i For purposes of 
this section, the terms “easement”, 
“conservation restriction”, and 

“perpetual conservation restriction” 
have the same meaning, The definition 
of “perpetual conservation restriction” 
under this paragraph (b){3) is mot 
intended to preclude the deductibility of 
a donation of affirmative rights to use a 
land or water area under § 1.170A— 
13(d){2).. Amy rights reserved by the 
donor im the donation of a perpetual 
conservation restriction must conform to 
the r of this, section. See e.g. 
paragraph: (d){4){ii), (d)(5)i). (e)(3), os. 
(g}(4) of this; section. 

(c) Qualified organization—{1) 
Eligible donee. To be considered am 
eligible donee under this section, an 
organization must be a qualified 

ization, have a commitment to 
protect the conservation purposes of the 
donation, and have the resources. to 
enforce the restrictions. A conservation 
group organized or operated primarily or 
substantially for one of the conservation 
purposes specified im section 
170(h)(4)fA) will be considered to have 
the commitment required by the 
preceding sentence. A qualified 
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organization need not set aside funds to 
enforce the restrictions that are the 
subject of the contribution. For purposes 
of this section, the term “qualified 
organization” means: 

(i) A governmental unit described in 
section I70fb)(1)fA)fv); 

(ii) An organization described in 
section 170(b){1)(A Jfvi); 

(iii) A charitable organization 
described in section. 504(c}{3) that meets 
the public support test of sectiom 
508{a){2); 

° fiw} A charitable organization 
described im sectiom 50%{c){3)} that meets 
the requirements of section 509{a){3) and 
is controlled by am 


organization 
~ described in paragraphs (c){1) (i), fii), or 


(iii} of this section. 

(2} Transfers by donee. A deduction 
shall be allowed for a contribution 
under this section only if im the 
instrument of conveyance the donor 
prohibits the donee from subsequently 
transferring the easement for, im the 
case of a remainder interest or the 
reservation of a qualified mineral 
interest, the property), whether or not 
for consideration, unless the donee 
organization, as a condition of the 
subsequent transfer, requires that the 
conservation purposes which the 
contribution was originally intended to 
advance continue to be carried out. 
Moreover, subsequent transfers must be 
restricted to organizations qualifying, at 
the time of the subsequent transfer, as 
an eligible donee under paragraph (c)f1) 
of this section. When a later unexpected 
change in the conditions surrounding the 
property that is the subject of a donation 
under paragraph {b)fT),. (2), or (3} of this 
section makes impossible or impractical 
the continued use of the property for 
conservation purposes, the requirement 
of this paragraph wil! be met if the 
property is sold or exchanged and any 
proceeds are used by the donee 
organization in a manner consistent 
with the conservation purposes of the 
original contribution. In the case of a 
donation under paragraph (b){3} of this 
section to which the preceding sentence 
applies, see also paragraph (g)f5)(ii} of 
this section. 

(d) Conservation purposes—({1J In 
general. For purposes of section 170{h) 
and this section, the term “conservation 
purposes” means— 

(i) The preservation of land areas. for 
outdoor recreation by, or the education 
of, the general public, within the 
meaning of paragraph (d}{2) of this 
section, 

(ii) The protection of a relatively 
natural habitat of fish, wildlife, or - 
plants, or similar ecosystem, within the 
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meaning of paragraph (d)(3) of this 
section, 

(iii) The preservation of certain open 
space (including farmland and forest 
land) within the meaning of paragraph 
(d)(4) of this section, or 

(iv) The preservation of a historically 
important land area or a certified 
historic structure, within the meaning of 
paragraph (d)(5) of this section. 

(2) Recreation or education—{i) In 
general. The donation of a qualified real 
property interest to preserve land areas 
for the outdoor recreation of the general 
public or for the education of the generat 
public will meet the conservation 
purposes test of this section. Thus, 
conservation purposes would include, 
for example, the preservation of a water 
area for the use of the public for boating 
or fishing, or a nature or hiking trail for 
the use of the public. 

(ii) Access. The preservation of land 
areas for recreation or education will 
not meet the test of this section unless 
the recreation or education is for the 
substantial and regular use of the 
general public. 

(3) Protection of environmental 
system—(i) In general. The donation of 
a qualified real property interest to 
protect a significant relatively natural 
habitat in which a fish, wildlife, or plant 
community, or similar ecosystem 
normally lives will meet the 
conservation purposes test of this 
section. The fact that the habitat or 
environment has.been altered to some 
extent by human activity will not result 
in a deduction being denied under this 
section if the fish, wildlife, or plants 
continue to exist there in a relatively 
natural state. For example, the 
preservation of a lake formed by a man- 
made dam or a salt pond formed by a 
man-made dike would meet the 
conservation purposes test if the lake or 
pond were a nature feeding area for a 
wildlife community that included rare, 
endangered, or threatened native 
species. 

(ii) Significant habitat or ecosystem. 
Significant habitats and ecosystems 
include, but are not limited to, habitats 
for rare, endangered, or threatened 
species of animal, fish, or plants; natural 
areas that represent high quality 
examples of a terrestrial community or 
aquatic community, such as islands that 
are undeveloped or not intensely 
developed where the coastal ecosystem 
is relatively intact; and natural areas 
which are included in, or which 
contribute to, the ecological viability of 
a local, state, or national park, nature 
preserve, wildlife refuge, wilderness 
area, or other similar conservation area. 

(iii) Acvess. Limitations on public 
access to property that is the subject of 


a donation under this paragraph (d)(3) 
shall not render the donation 
nondeductible. For example, a 
restriction on all public access to the 
habitat of a threatened native animal 
species protected by a donation under 
this paragraph (d)(3) would not cause 
the donation to be nondeductible. 

(4) Preservation of open space—{i) In 
general. The donation of a qualified real 
property interest to preserve open space 
(including farmland and forest land) will 
meet the conservation purposes test of 
this section if such preservation is— 

(A) Pursuant to a clearly delineated 
Federal, state, or local governmental 
conservation policy and will yield a 
significant public benefit, or 

(B) For the scenic enjoyment of the 
general public and will yield a 
significant public benefit. 


An open space easement donated on or 
after December 18, 1980, must meet the 

requirements of section 170(h) in order 

to be deductible. 

{ii) Scenic enjoyment—{A) Factors. A 
contribution made for the preservation 
of open space may be for the scenic 
enjoyment of the-general public. 
Preservation of land may be for the 
scenic enjoyment of the general public if 
development of the property would 
impair the scenic character of the local 
rural or urban landscape or would 
interfere with a scen‘c panorama that 
can be enjoyed from a park, nature 
preserve, road, waterbody, trail, or 
historic structure or land area, and such 
area or transportation way is open to, or 
utilized by, the public. “Scenic 
enjoyment” will be evaluated by 
considering all pertinent facts and 
circumstances germane to the 
contribution. Regional variations in 
topography, geology, biology, and 
cultural and economic conditions 
require flexibility in the application of 
this test, but do not lessen the burden on 
the taxpayer to demonstrate the scenic 
characteristics of a donation under this 
paragraph. The application of a 
particular objective factor in to help 
define a view as “scenic” in one setting 
may in fact be entirely inappropriate in 
another setting. Among the factors to be 
considered are: 

(2) The compatibility of the land use 


- with other land in the vicinity; 


(2) The degree of contrast and variety 
provided by the visual scene; 

(3) The openness of the land (which 
would be a more significant factor an 
urban or densely populated setting or in 
a heavily wooded area); 

(4) Relief from urban closeness; 

(5) The harmonious variety of shapes 
and textures; 
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(6) The degree to which the land use 
maintains the scale and character of the 
urban landscape to preserve open space, 
visual enjoyment, and sunlight for the 
surrounding area; 

(7) The consistency of the proposed 
scenic view with a methodical state 
scenic identification program, such as a 
state landscape inventory; and 

(8) The consistency of the proposed 
scenic view with a regional or local 
landscape inventory made pursuant to a 
sufficiently rigorous review process, 
especially if the donation is endorsed by 
an appropriate state or local _ 
governmental agency. 

(B) Access. To satisfy the requirement 
of scenic enjoyment by the general 
public, visual (rather than physical) 
access to or across the property by the 
general public is sufficient. Under the 
terms of an open space easement on 
scenic property, the entire property need 
not be visible to the public for a 
donation to qualify under this section, 
although the public benefit from the 
donation may be insufficient to qualify 
for a deduction if only a small portion of 
the property is visible to the public. 

(iii) Governmental conservation 
policy—{A) In general. The requirement 
that the preservation of open space be 
pursuant to a clearly delineated Federal, 
state, or local governmental policy is 
intended to protect the types of property 
identified by representatives of the 
general public as worthy of preservation 
or conservation. A general declaration 
of conservation goals by a single official 
or legislative body is not sufficient. 
However, a governmental conservation 
policy need not be a certification 
program that identifies particular lots or 
small parcels of individually owned 
property. This requirement will be met 
by donations that further a specific, 
identified conservation project, such as 
the preservation of land within a state 
or local landmark district that is locally 
recognized as being significant to that 
district; the preservation of a wild or 
scenic river, the preservation of 
farmland pursuant to a state program for 
flood prevention and control; or the 
protection of the scenic, ecological, or 
historic character of land that is 
contiguous to, or an integral part of, the 
surroundings of existing recreation or 
conservation sites. For example, the 
donation of a perpetual conservation 
restriction to a qualified organization 
pursuant to a formal resolution or 
certification by a local governmental 
agency established under state law 
specificalty identifying the subject 
properly as worthy of protection for 
conservation purposes will meet the 
requirement of this paragraph. A 
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program need not be funded to satisfy 
this requirement, but the program must 
involve a significant commitment by the 
government with respect to the 


deemed sr of protection for 
conservation purposes would constitute 
a significant commitment by the 
government. 

(B) Effect of acceptance by 
governmental agency. Acceptance of an 
easement by an agency of the Federal 
Government or by an agency of a state 
or local government (or by a 
commission, authority, or similar body 
duly constituted by the state or lecal 


government and acting on behalf of the _ 


state or local government) tends to 
establish the requisite clearly delineated 
governmental policy, although such 
acceptance, without more, is not 
sufficient. The more rigorous the review 
process by the governmental agency, the 
more the acceptance of the easement 
tends to establish the requisite clearly 
delineated governmental policy. For 
example, in a state where the legislature 
has established an Environmental Trust 
to accept gifts to the state which meet 
certain conservation purposes and to 
submit the gifts to a review that requires 
the approval of the state’s highest 
officials, acceptance of a gift by the 
Trust tends to establish the requisite 
clearly delineated governmental policy. 
However, if the Trust merely accepts 

pe mae ee Or gem tan the 
requisite clearly delineated 

governmental policy is not established. | 

(C) Access. A limitation on public 
access to property subject to a donation 
under this paragraph (d)(4)fiii) shal? not 
render the deduction nondeductible 
unless the conservation purpose of the 
donation would be undermined or 
frustrated without public access. For 
example, a donation pursuant to a 
governmental policy to protect the 
scenic character of land near a river 
requires visual access to the same 
extent as would a donation under 
paragraph (d)(4)fii) of this section. 

(iv) Significant public benefit—{A} 
Factors. All contributions made for the 
preservation of open space must yield a 
significant public benefit. Public benefit 
will be evaluated by considering all 
pertinent facts and circumstances 
germane to the contribution. Factors 
germane to the evaluation of public 
benefit from one contribution may be 
irrelevant in determining public benefit 
from another contribution. No single 
factor will necessarily be determinative. 
Among the factors to be considered are: 


(1) The uniqueness of the property to 
the areas 

(2) The intensity of land 
in the vicinity of the property (both 
existing development and foreseeable 
trends of development); 

(3} The consistency of the proposed 
open space use with public programs 
(whether Federal, state or local) for 
conservation in the region, 
programs for outdoor recreation, 
irrigation or water supply protection, 
water quality maintenance or 


‘enhancement, flood prevention and 


control, erosion control, shoreline 
protection, and protection of land areas 
included in, or related to, a government 
approved master plan or land 
management area; 

(4) The consistency of the proposed. 
open space use with existing private 
conservation programs in the area, as 
evidenced by other land, protected by 
easement ar fee ownership by 

organizations referred to im § 1.170A— 
14(c){1), in clase proximity te the 
property; 

(5) The likelihood that development of 
the property would lead to or contribute 
to degradation of the scenic, natural, or 
historic character of the area; 

(6) The opportunity for the general 
public to use the property or to 
appreciate its scenic values; 

(7). The importance of the property in 
preserving a local or regional landscape 
or resource that attracts tourism or 
commerce to the area; 

(8) The likelihood that the donee will 
acquire equally desirable and valuable 
substitute property or property rights; 

(9) The cost to the donee of enforcing 
the terms of the conservation restriction; 

(10) The population density in the 
area of the property; and 

(21) The str? ig of the proposed 
open space use with a legislatively 
mandated program identifying particular 
parcels of land for future protection. 

(B) ustrations. The preservation of 
an ordinary tract of land would not in 
and of itself yield a significant public 
benefit, but the preservation of ordinary 
land areas in conjunction with other 
factors that demonstrate significant 
public benefit or the preservation of a 
unique land area for public employment 
would yield a significant public benefit. 
For example, the preservation of a 
vacant downtown lot would not by itself 
yield a significant public benefit, but the 
preservation of the downtown lot as a 
public garden would, absent 
countervailing factors, yield a significant 
public benefit. The following are other 
examples of contributions which would, 
absent countervailing factors, yield a 
significant public benefit: The . 


preservation of farmland pursuant to a 
state program for flood prevention and 
control; the preservation of a unique 
natural land formation for the 
enjoyment of the general public; the 
preservation of woodland along a public 
highway pursuant te a government 
program to preserve the appearance of 
the area so as to maintain the scenic 


property 
highway and the ocean in order to 
maintain the scenic ocean view from the 
highway. 

(v) Limitation. A deduction will not be 
allowed for the preservation of open 
space under section 170th)(4)(A}(ii}, if 
the terms of the easement permit a 
degree of intrusior or future 
development that would interfere with 
the essential scenic quality of the land 
or with the governmental conservation 
policy that is being furthered by the 
donation. See § 1.1?70A—14{e){2) for rules 


Telating to inconsistent use. 


(vi) Relationship of requirements—{A} 
Clearly delineated governmental! policy 
and significant public benefit. Although 
the requirements of “clearly delineated 
governmental policy” and “significant 
public benefit” must be met 
independently, for purposes of this 
section the two requirements may also 
be related. The more specific the 
governmental policy with respect to the 
particular site te be protected, the more 
likely the governmental decision, by 
itself, will tend to establish the 
significant public benefit associated 
with the donation. For example, while a 
statute in State X permitting preferential 
assessment for farmland is, by 
definition, governmental policy, it is 
distinguishable from a s state statute, 
accompanied by appropriations, naming 
the X River as a valuable resource and 
articulating the legislative policy that 
the X River and the relatively natural 
quality of its surrounding be protected. 
On these facts, an open spase easement 
on farmland in State X would have to 
demonstrate additional factors to 
establish “significant public benefit.” 
The specificity of the legislative 
mandate to protect the X River, 
however, would by itself tend to 
establish the significant public benefit 
associated with an open space easement 
on land fronting the X River. 

(B) Scenic enjoyment and significant 
public benefit. With respect to the 
relationship between the requirements 
of “scenic enjoyment” and ———— 
public benefit,” since the degrees of 
scenic enjoyment offered by a variety of 
open space easements are subjective 
and not as easily delineated as are 
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increasingly specific levels of 
governmental policy, the significant 
public benefit of preserving a scenic 
view must be independently established 
in all cases. 

(C) Donations may satisfy more than 
one test. In some cases, open space 
easements may be both for scenic 
enjoyment and pursuant to a clearly 
delineated governmental policy. For 
example, the preservation of a particular 
scenic view identified as part of a scenic 
landscape inventory by a rigorous 
governmental review process will meet 
the tests of both paragraphs (d)(4)(i)(A) 
and (d)(4)(i)(B) of this section. _ 

(5) Historic preservation—{i) In 
general. The donation of a qualified real 
property interest to preserve an 
historically important land area or a 
certified historic structure will meet the 
conservation purposes test of this 
section. When restrictions to preserve a 
building or land area within a registered 
historic district permit future 
development on the site, a deduction 
will be allowed under this section only if 
the terms of the restrictions require that 
such development conform with 
appropriate local, state, or Federal 
standards for construction or 
rehabilitation within the district. See 
also, § 1.170A-14(h)(3)(ii). 

(ii) Historically important land area. 
The term “historically important land 
area” includes: 

(A) An independently significant land 
area including any related historic 
resources (for example, an 
archaeological site or a Civil War 
battlefield with related monuments, 
bridges, cannons, or houses) that meets 
the National Register Criteria for 
Evaluation in 36 CFR 60.4 (Pub. L. 89- 
665, 80 Stat. 915); 

(B) Any land area within a registered 
historic district including any buildings 
on the land area that can reasonably be 
considered as contributing to the 
significance of the district; and 

(C) Any land area (including related 
historic resources) adjacent to a 
property listed individually in the 
National Register of Historic Places (but 
not within a registered historic district) 
in a case where the physical or 
environmental features of the land area 
contribute to the historic or cultural 
integrity of the property. 

(iii) Certified historic structure. The - 
term “certified historic structure,” for 
purposes of this section, means any 
building, structure or land area which 


is— 
(A) Listed in the National Register, or 
(B) Located in a registered historic 
district (as defined in section 48(g)(3)(B)) 
and is certified by the Secretary of the 
Interior (pursuant to 36 CFR 67.4) to the 


Secretary of the Treasury as being of 
historic significance to the district. 

A “structure” for purposes of this 
section means any structure, whether or 
not it is depreciable. Accordingly 
easements on private residences may 
qualify under this section. In addition, a 
structure would be considered to be a 
certified historic structure if it were 
certified either at the time the transfer 
was made or at the due date (including 
extensions) for filing the donor's return 
for the taxable year in which the 
contribution was made. 

(iv) Access. (A) In order for a 
conservation contribution described in 
section 170(h)(4)(A)(iv) and this 
paragraph (d)(5) to be deductible, some 
visual public access to the donated 
property is required. In the case of an 
historically important land area, the 
entire property need not be visible to the 
public for a donation to qualify under 
this section. However, the public benefit 
from the donation may be insufficient to 
qualify for a deduction if only a small 
portion of the property is so visible. 
Where the historic land area or certified 
historic structure which is the subject of 
the donation is not visible from a public 
way (e.g., the structure is hidden from 
view by a wall or shrubbery, the 
structure is too far from the public way, 
or interior characteristics and features 
of the structure are the subject of the 
easement), the terms of the easement 
must be such that the general public is 
given the opportunity on a regular basis 
to view the characteristics and features 
of the property which are preserved by 
the easement to the extent consistent 
with the nature and condition of the 
property. 

(B) Factors to be considered in 
determining the type and amount of 
public access required under paragraph 
(d)(5)(iv)(A) of this section include the 
historical significance of the donated 
property, the nature of the features that 
are the subject of the easement, the 
remoteness or accessibility of the site of 
the donated property, the possibility of 
physical hazards to the public visiting 
the property (for example, an 
unoccupied structure in a dilapidated 
condition), the extent to which public 
access would be an unreasonable 
intrusion on any privacy interests of 
individuals living on the property, the 
degree to which public access would 
impair the preservation interests which 
are the subject of the donation, and the 
availability of opportunities for the 
public to view the property by means 
other than visits to the site. 

(C) The amount of access afforded the 
public by the donation of an easement 
shall be determined with reference to 
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the amount of access permitted by the 
terms of the easement which are 
established by the donor, rather than the 
amount of access actually provided by 
the donee organization. However, if the 
donor is aware of any facts indicating 
that the amount of access that the donee 
organization will provide is significantly 
less than the amount of access permitted 
under the terms of the easement, then 
the amount of access afforded the public 
shall be determined with reference to 
this lesser. amount. 

(v) Exampies. The provisions of 
paragraph (d)(5)(iv) of this section may 
be illustrated by the following examples: 


Example (1). A and his family live in a 
house in a certified historic district in the 
State of X. The entire house, including its 
interior, has architectural features 
representing classic Victorian period 
architecture. A donates an exterior and 
interior easement on the property to a 
qualified organization but continues to live in 
the house with his family. A’s house is 
surrounded by a high stone wall which 
obscures the public’s view of it from the 
street. Pursuant to the terms of the easement, 
the house may be opened to the public from 
10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on one Sunday in May 
and one Sunday in November each year for 
house and garden tours. These tours are to be 
under the supervision of the donee and open 
to members of the general public upon 
payment of a small fee. In addition, under the 
terms of the easement, the donee 
organization is given the right to photograph 
the interior and exterior of the house and 
distribute such photographs to magazines, 
newsletters, or other publicly available 
publications. The terms of the easement also 
permit persons affiliated with educational 
organizations, professional architectural 
associations, and historical societies to make 
an appointment through the donee 
organization to study the property. The donor 
is not aware of any facts indicating that the 
public access to be provided by the donee 
organization will be significantly less than 
that permiited by the terms of the easement. 
The 2 opportunities for public visits per year, 
when combined with the ability of the 
general public to view the architectural 
characteristics and features that are the 
subject of the easement through photographs, 
the opportunity for scholarly study of the 
property, and the fact that the house is used 
as an occupied residence, will enable the 
donation to satisfy the requirement of public 
access. 

Example (2). B owns an unoccupied 
farmhouse built in the 1840's and located on a 
property that is adjacent to a Civil War 
battlefield. During the Civil War the 
farmhouse was used as quarters for Union 
troops. The battlefield is visited year round 
by the general public. The condition of the 
farmhouse is such that the safety of visitors 
will not be jeopardized and opening it to the 
public will not result in significant 
deterioration. The farmhouse is not visible 
from the battlefield or any public way. It is 
accessible only by way of a private road 
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owned by B. B-donates a conservation 
easement on the farmhouse toa qualified 
organization. The terms of the easement 
provide that the donee organization may 
open the property (via B's road) to the 
general public on four weekends each year 
from 8:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. The donation does 
not meet the public access requirement 
because the farmhouse is safe, unoccupied, 
and easily accessible to the general public 
who have come to the site to visit Civil War 
historic land areas (and related resources), 
but will only be open to the public on four 
weekends each year. However, the donation 
would meet the public access requirement if 
the terms of the easement permitted the 
donee organization to open the property to 
the public every other weekend during the 
year and the donor is not aware of any facts 
indicating that the donee organization will 
provide significantly less access than that 
permitted. 


(e) Exclusively for conservation 
purposes. (1) In general. To meet the . 
requirements of this section, a donation 
must be exclusively for conservation 
purposes. See paragraphs (c)(1) and 
(g){1) through (g)(6)(ii) of this section. A 
deduction will not be denied under this 
section when incidental benefit inures to 
the donor merely as a result of 
conservation restrictions limiting the 
uses to which the donor's property may 
be put. 

(2) Inconsistent use. Except as 
provided in paragraph (e)(4) of this 
section, a deduction will not be allowed 
if the contribution would accomplish 
one of the enumerated conservation 
purposes but would permit destruction 
of other significant conservation 
interests. For example, the preservation 
of farmland pursuant to a State program 
for flood prevention and control would 
not qualify under paragraph (d)(4) of this 
section if under the terms of the 
contribution a significant naturally 
occurring ecosystem could be injured or 
destroyed by the use of pesticides in the 
operation of the farm. However, this 
requirement is not intended to prohibit 
uses of the property, such as selective 
timber harvesting or selective farming if, 
under the circumstances, those uses do 
not impair significant conservation 
interests. 

(3) Inconsistent use permitted. A use 
that is destructive of conservation 
interests will be permitted only if such 
use is necessary for the protection of the 
conservation interests that are the 
subject of the contribution. For example, 
a deduction for the donation of an 
easement to preserve an archaeological 
site that is listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places will not be 
disallowed if site excavation consistent 
with sound archaeological practices 
may impair a scenic view of which the 
land is a part. A donor may continue a 


pre-existing use of the property that 
does not conflict with the conservation 
purposes of the gift. 

(f}) Examples. The provisions of this 
section relating to conservation 
purposes may be illustrated by the 
following examples. 


Example (1). State S contains many large 
tract forests that are desirable recreation and 
scenic areas for the general public. The 
forests’ scenic values attract millions of 
people to the State. However, due to the 
increasing intensity of land development in 
State S, the continued existence of forestland 
parcels greater than 45 acres is threatened. J 
grants a perpetual easement on a 100-acre 
parcel of forestland that is part of one of the 
State’s scenic areas to a qualifying 
organization. The easement imposes 
restrictions on the use of the parcel for the 
purpose of maintaining its scenic values. The 
restrictions include a requirement that the 
parcel be maintained forever as open space 


devoted exclusively to conservation purposes 


and wildlife protection, and that there be no 
commercial, industrial, residential, or other 
development use. of such parcel. The law of 
State S recognizes a limited public right to 
enter private land, particularly for . 
recreational pursuits, unless such land is 
posted or the landowner objects. The 
easement specifically restricts the landowner 
from posting the parcel, or from objecting, 
thereby maintaining public access to the 
parcel according to the custom of the State. 
J's parcel provides the opportunity for the 
public to enjoy the use of the property and 
appreciate its scenic values. Accordingly, J's 
donation qualifies for a deduction under this 
section. 

Example (2). A qualified conservation 
organization owns Greenacre in fee as a 
nature preserve. Greenacre contains a high 
quality example of a tall grass prairie 
ecosystem. Farmacre, an operating farm, 
adjoins Greenacre and is a compatible buffer 
to the nature preserve. Conversion of 
Farmacre to a more intense use, such as a 
housing development, would-adversely affect 
the continued use of Greenacre as a nature 
preserve because of human traffic generated 
by the development. The owner of Farmacre 
donates an easement preventing any future 
development on Farmacre to the qualified 
conservation organization for conservation 
purposes. Normal agricultural uses will be 
allowed on Farmacre. Accordingly, the 
donation qualifies for a deduction under this 
section. 

Example (3). H owns Greenacre, a 900-acre 
parce! of woodland, rolling pasture, and 
orchards on the crest of a mountain. All of 
Greenacre is clearly visible from a nearby 
national park. Because of the strict 
enforcement of an applicable zoning plan, the 
highest and best use of Greenacre is as a 
subdivision of 40-acre tracts. H wishes to 
donate a scenic easement on Greenacre to a 
qualifying conservation organization, but H 
would like to reserve the right to subdivide 
Greenacre into 90-acre parcels with no more 
than one single-family home allowable on 
each parcel. Random building on the 
property, even as little as one home for each 
90 acres, would destroy the scenic character 
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of the view. Accordingly, no deduction would 
be allowable under this section. 

Example (4). Assume the same facts as in 
example (3), except that not all of Greenacre 
is visible from the park and the deed of 
easement allows for limited cluster 
development of no more than five nine-acre 
clusters (with four houses on each cluster) 
located in areas generally not visible from the 
national park and subject to site and building 
plan approval by the donee organization in 
order to preserve the scenic view from the 
park. The donor and the donee have already 
identified sites where limited cluster 
development would not be visible from the 
park or would not impair the view. Owners of 
homes in the clusters will not have any rights 
with respect to the surrounding Greenacre 
property that are not also available to the 
general public. Accordingly, the donation 
qualifies for a deduction under this section. 

Example (5). In order to protect State S's 
declining open space that is suited for 
agricultural use from increasing development 
pressure that has led to a marked decline in 
such open space, the Legislature of State S 
passed a statute authorizing the purchase of 
“agricultural land development rights” on 
open acreage. Agricultural land development 
rights allow the State to place agricultural 
preservation restrictions on land designated 
as worthy of protection in order to preserve 
open space and farm resources. Agricultural 
preservation restrictions prohibit or limit 
construction or placement of buildings except 
those used for agricultural purposes or 
dwellings used for family living by the farmer 
and his family and employees; removal of 
mineral substances in any manner that 
adversely affects the land's agricultural 
potential; or other uses detrimental to 
retention of the land for agricultural use. 
Money has been appropriated for this 
program and some landowners have in fact 
sold their “agricultural land development 
rights” to State S. K owns and operates a 
small dairy farm in State S located in an area 
designated by the Legislature as worthy 
protection. K desires to preserve his farm for 
agricultural purposes in perpetuity. Rather 
than selling the development rights to State S, 
K grants to a qualified organization an 
agricultural preservation restriction on his 
property in the form of a conservation 
easement. K reserves to himself, his heirs and 
assigns the right to manage the farm 
consistent with sound agricultural and 
management practices. The preservation of 
K’s land is pursuant to a clearly delineated 
governmental policy of preserving open space 
available for agricultural use, and will yield a 
significant public benefit by preserving open 
space against increasing development 
pressures. 


(g) Enforceable in perpetuity.—{1) In 
general. In the case of any donation 
under this section, any interest in the 
property retained by the donor (and the 
donor's successors in interest) must be 
subject to legally enforceable 
restrictions (for example, by recordation 
in the land records of the jurisdiction in 
which the property is located) that will 
prevent uses of the retained interest 
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inconsistent with the conservation 
purposes of the donation. In the case of 
a contribution of a remainder interest, 
the contribution will not qualify if the 
tenants, whether they are tenants for life 
or a term of years, can use the property 
in a manner that diminishes the 
conservation values which are intended 
to be protected by the contribution. 

(2) Protection of a conservation 
purpose in case of donation of property 
subject to a mortgage. In the case of 
conservation contributions made after 
February 13, 1986, no deducion will be 
permitted under this section for an 
interest in property which is subject to a 
mortgage unless the mortgagee 
subordinates its rights in the property to 
the right of the qualified organization to 
enforce the conservation purposes of the 
gift in perpetuity. For conservation 
contributions made prior to February 12, 
1986, the requirement of section 170 
(h)(5){A) is satisfied in the case of 
mortgaged property (with respect to 
which the mortgagee has not 
subordinated its rights) only if the donor 
can demonstrate that the conservation 
purpose is protected in perpetuity 
without subordination of the 
mortgagee’s rights. 

(3) Remote future event. A deduction 
shall not be disallowed under section 
170(f}(3){B){iii) and this section merely 
because the interest which passes to, or 
is vested in, the donee organization may 
be defeated by the performance of some 
act or the happening of some event, if on 
the date of the gift it appears that the 
possibility that such act or event will 
occur is so remote as to be negligible. 
See paragraph (e) of § 1.170A-1. For 
example, a state's statutory requirement 
that use restrictions must be rerecorded 
every 30 years to remain enforceable 
shall not, by itself, render an easement 
nonperpetual. 

(4) Retention of qualified mineral 
interest—{i) In general. Except as 
otherwise provided in paragraph 
(g)}(4)(ii) of this section, the requirements 
of this section are not met and no 
deducticn shall be allowed in the case 
of a contribution of any interest when 
there is a retention by any person of a 
qualified mineral interest (as defined in 
paragraph (b)(1)(i) of this section) if at 
any time there may be extractions or 
removal of minerals by any surface 
mining method. Moreover, in the case of 
a qualified mineral interest gift, the 
requirement that the conservation 
purposes be protected in perpetuity is 
not satisfied if any method of mining 
that is inconsistent with the particular 
conservation purposes of a contribution 
is permitted at any time. See also 
§ 1.170A-14{e}{2): However, a deduction 


under this section will not be denied in 
the case of certain methods of mining 
that may have limited, localized impact 
on the real property but that are not 
irremediably destructive of significant 
conservation interests. For example, a 
deduction will not be denied in a case 
where production facilities are 
concealed or compatible with existing 
topography and landscape and when 
surface alteration is to be restored to its 
original state. 

(ii} Exception for qualified 
conservation contributions after July 
1984. (A) A contribution made after July 
18, 1984, of a qualified real property 
interest described in section 170{h)(2){A) 
shall not be disqualified under the first 
sentence of paragraph (g)(4){i) of this 
section if the following requirements are 
satisfied. 

(1) The ownership of the surface 
estate and mineral interest were 
separated before June 13, 1976, and 
remain so separated up to and including 
the time of the contribution. 

(2) The present owner of the mineral 
interest is not a person whose 
relationship to the owner of the surface 
estate is described at the time of the 
contribution in section 267(b) of section 
707(b}, and 

(3) The probability of extraction or 
removal of minerals by any surface 
mining method is so remote as to be 
negligible. 

Whether the probability of extraction 
or removal of minerals by surface 
mining is so remote as to be negligible is 
a question of fact and is to be made on a 
case by case basis. Relevant factors to 
be considered in determining if the 
probability of extraction or removal of 
minerals by surface mining is so remote 
as to be negligible include: Geological, 
geophysical or economic data showing 
the absence of mineral reserves on the 
property, or the lack of commercial 
feasibility at the time of the contribution 
of surface mining the mineral interest. 

(B) If the ownership of the surface 
estate and mineral interest first became 
separated after June 12, 1976, no 
deduction is permitted for a contribution 
under this section unless surface mining 
on the property is completely prohibited. 

(iii) Examples. The provisions of 
paragraph (g)(4)(i) and (ii) of this section 
may be illustrated by the following 
examples: 

Example. (1) K owns 5,000 acres of 


’ bottomland hardwood property along a major 


watershed system in the southern part of the 
United States. Agencies within the 
Department of the Interior have determined 
that southern bottemland hardwoods are a 
rapidly diminishing resource and a critical 
ecosystem in the south because of the intense 
pressure to cut the trees and convert the land 
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to agricultural use. These agencies have 
further determined (and have indicated in 
correspondence with K) that bottomland” 
hardwoods provide a superb habitat for 
numerous species and play an important role 
in controlling floods and purifying rivers. K 
donates to a qualified organization his entire 
interest in this property other than his 
interest in the gas and oil deposits that have 
been identified under K's property. K 
covenants and can ensure that, although 
drilling for gas and oil on the property may 
have some temporary localized impact on the 
real property, the drilling will not interfere 
with the overalt conservation purpose of the 
gift, which is to protect the unique 
bottomland hardwood ecosystem. 
Accordingly, the donation qualifies for a 
deduction under this section. 

Example (2). Assume the same facts as in 
example (1), except that in 1979, K sells the 
mineral interest to A, an unrelated person, in - 
an arm’s-length transaction, subject to a 
recorded prohibition on the removal of any 
minerals by any surface mining method and a 
recorded prohibition against any mining 
technique that will harm the bottomland 
hardwood ecosystem. After the sale to A, K 
donates a qualified real property interest to a 
qualified organization to protect the 
bottomland hardwood ecosystem. Since at 
the time of the transfer, surface mining and 
any mining technique that will harm the 
bottomland hardwood ecosystem are 
completely prohibited, the donation qualifies 
for a deduction under this section. 


_ (5) Protection of conservation purpose 
where taxpayer reserves certain rights. 
(i) Documentation. In the case of a 
donation made after February 13, 1986, 
of any qualified real property interest 
when the donor reserves rights the 
exercise of which may impair the 
conservation interests associated with 
the property, for a deduction to be 
allowable under this section the donor 
must make available to the donee, prior 
to the time the donation is made, 
documentation sufficient to establish the 
condition of the property at the time of 
the gift. 

Such documentation is designed to 
protect the conservation interests 
associated with the property, which 
although protected in perpetuity by the 
easement, could be adversely affected 
by the exercise of the reserved rights. 
Such documentation may include: 

(A) The appropriate survey maps from 
the United States Geological Survey, 
showing the property line and other 
contiguous or nearby protected areas; 

(B) A map of the area drawn to scale 
showing all existing man-made 
improvements or incursions (such as 
roads, buildings, fences, or gravel pits), 
vegetation and identification of flora 
and fauna (including, for example, rare 
species locations, animal breeding and 
roosting areas, and migration routes), 
land use history (including present uses 
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and recent past disturbances), and 
distinct natural features (such as large 
trees and aquatic areas); 

(C) An aerial photograph of the 
property at an appropriate scale taken 
as Close as possible to the date the 
donation is made; and 

(D) On-site photographs taken at 
appropriate locations on the property. If 
the terms of the donation contain 
restrictions with regard to & particular 
natural resource to be protected, such as 
. water quality or air quality, the 
condition of the resource at or near tlie 
time of the gift must be established. The 
documentation, including the maps and 
photographs, must be accompanied by a 
statement signed by the donor and a 
representative of the donee clearly 
referencing the documentation and in 
substance saying “This natural 
resources inventory is an accurate 
representation of [the protected 
property] at the time of the transfer.”. 

(ii) Donee’s right to inspection and 
Jegal remedies. In the case of any 
donation referred to in paragraph 
(g)(5){i) of this section*the donor must 
agree to notify the donee, in writing, 
before exercising any reserved right, e.g. 
the right to extract certain minerals 
which may have an adverse impact on 
the conservation interests associated 
with the qualified real property interest. 
The terms of the donation must provide 
a right of the donee to enter the property 
at reasonable times for the purpose of 
inspection the property to determine if 
there is compliance with the terms of the 
donation. Additionally, the terms of the 
donation must provide a right of the 
donee to enforce the conservation 
restrictions by appropriate legal 
proceedings, including but not limited to, 
the right to require the restoration of the 
property to its condition at the time of 
the donation. 

(6) Extinguishment. (i) In general. If a 
subsequent unexpected change in the 
conditions surrounding the property that 
is the subject of a donation under this 
paragraph can make impossible or 
impractical the continued use of the 
property for conservation purposes, the 
conservation purpose can nonetheless 
be treated as protected in perpetuity if 
the restrictions are extinguished by 
judicial proceeding and all of the 
donee’s proceeds (determined under 
paragraph (g)(6)(ii) of this section) from 
a subsequent sale or exchange of the 
property are used by the donee 
organization in a manner consistent 
with the conservation purposes of the 
original contribution. 

(ii) Proceeds. In case of a donation 
made after February 13, 1986, for a 
deduction to be allowed under this 
section, at the time of the gift the donor 


must agree that the donation of the 
perpetual conservation restriction gives 
rise to a property right, immediately 
vested in the donee organization, with a 
fair market value that is at least equal to 
the proportionate value that the 
perpetual conservation restriction at the 
time of the gift, bears to the value of the 
property as a whole at that time. See 

§ 1.170A-14(h)(3)(iii) relating to the 
allocation of basis. For purposes of this 
paragraph (g)(6)(ii), that proportionate 
value of the donee's property rights shall 
remain constant. Accordingly, when a 
change in conditions give rise to the 
extinguishment of a perpetual 
conservation restriction under 
paragraph (g)(6)(i) of this section, the 
donee organization, on a subsequent 
sale, exchange, or involuntary 
conversion of the subject property, must 
be entitled to a portion of the proceeds 
at least equal to that proportionate 
value of the perpetual conservation 
restriction, unless state law provides 
that the donor is entitled to the full 
proceeds from the conversion without 
regard to the terms of the prior perpetual 
conservation restriction. 

(h) Valuation—(1) Entire interest of 
donor other than qualified mineral 
interest. The value of the contribution 
under section 170 in the case of a 
contribution of a taxpayer's entire 
interest in property other than a 
qualified mineral interest is the fair 
market value of the surface rights in the 
property contributed. The value of the 
contribution shall be computed without 
regard to the mineral rights. See 
paragraph (h)(4), example (1), of this 
section. 

(2) Remainder interest in real 
property. In the case of a contribution of 
any remainder interest in real property, 
section 170(f)(4) provides that in 
determining the value of such interest 
for purposes of section 170, depreciation 
and depletion of such property shall be 
taken into account. See § 1.170A-12. In 
the case of the contribution of a 
remainder interest for conservation 
purposes, the current fair market value 
of the property (against which the 
limitations of § 1.17A-12 are applied) 
must take into account any pre-existing 
or contemporaneously recorded rights 
limiting, for conservation purposes, the 
use to which the subject property may 
be put. 

(3) Perpetual conservation 
restriction—{i) In general. The value of 
the contribution under section,170 in the 
case of a charitable contribution of a 
perpetual conservation restriction is the 
fair market value of the perpetual 
conservation restriction at the time of 
the contribution. See § 1.170A-7(c). If 
there is a substantial record of sales of 
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easements comparable to the donated 
easement (such as purchases pursuant 
to a governmental program), the fair 
market value of the donated easement is 
based on the sales prices of such 
comparable easements. If no substantial 
record of market-place sales is available 
to use as a meaningful or valid 
comparison, as a general rule (but not 
necessarily in all cases) the fair market 
value of a perpetual conservation 
restriction is equal to the difference 
between the fair market value of the 
property it encumbers before the 
granting of the restriction and the fair 
market'value of the encumbered 
property after the granting of the 
restriction. The amount of the deduction 
in the case of a charitable contribution 
of @ perpetual conservation restriction 
covering a portion of the contiguous 
property owned by a donor.and the 
donor's family (as defined in section 
267(c)(4)) is the difference between the 
fair market value of the entire 
contiguous parcel of property before and 
after the granting of the restriction. If the 
granting of a perpetual conservation 
restriction after January 14, 1986, has the 
effect of increasing the value of any 
other property owned by the donor or a 
related person, the amount of the 
deduction for the conservation 
contribution shall be reduced by the 
amount of the increase in the value of 
the other property, whether or not such 
property is contiguous. If, as a result of 
the donation of a perpetual conservation 
restriction, the donor or a related person 
receives, or can reasonably expect to 
receive, financial or economic benefits 
that are greater than those that will 
inure to the general public from the 
transfer, no deduction is allowable 
under this section. However, if the 
donor or a related person receives, or 
can reasonably expect-to receive, a 
financial or economic benefit that is 
substantial, but it is clearly shown that 
the benefit is less than the amount of the 
transfer, then a deduction under this 
section is allowable for the excess of the 
amount transferred over the amount of 
the financial or economic benefit 
received or reasonably expected to be 
received by the donor or the related 
person. For purposes of this paragraph 
(h)(3){(i), related person shall have the 
same meaning as in either section 267(b) 
or section 707(b). (See example (10) of 
paragraph (h)(4) of this section.) 

(ii) Fair market value of property 
before and after restriction. If before 
and after valuation is used, the fair 
market value of the property before 
contribution of the conservation 
restriction must take into account not 
only the current use of the property but 
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also an objective assessment of how 
immediate or remote the likelihood is 
that the property, absent the restriction, 
would in fact be developed, as well as 
any effect from zoning, conservation, or 
historic preservation laws that already 
restrict the property's potential highest 
and best use. Further, there may be 
instances where the grant ef a 
conservation restriction may have no 
material effect on the value of the 
property or may in fact serve to 
enhance, rather than reduce, the value 
of property. In such instances no 
deduction would be allowable. In the 
case of a conservation restriction that 
allows for any development, however 
limited, on the property to be protected, 
the fair maket value of the property after 
contribution of the restriction must take 
into account the effect of the 
development. In the case of a 
conservation easement such as an 
easement on a certified historic 
structure, the fair market value of the 
property after contribution of the 
restriction must take into account the 
amount of access permitted by the terms 
of the easement. Additionally, if before 
and after valuation is used, an appraisal 
of the property after contribution of the 
restriction must take into account the 
effect of restrictions that will result in a 
reduction of the potential fair market 
value represented by highest and best 
use but will, nevertheless, permit uses of 
the property that will increase its fair 
market value above that represented by 
the property's current use. The value of 
a perpetual conservation restriction 
shall not be reduced by reason of the 
existence of restrictions on transfer 
designed solely to ensure that the 
conservation restriction will be 
dedicated to conservation purposes. See 
_ § 1.170A-14 (c)(3). 

(iii) Al/ocation of basis. In the case of 
the donation of a qualified real property 
interest for conservation purposes, the 
basis of the property retained by the 
donor must be adjusted by the 
elimination of that part of the total basis 
of the property that is properly allocable 
to the qualified real property interest 
granted. The amount of the basis that is 
allocable to the qualified real property 
interest shall bear the same ratio to the 
total basis of the property as the fair 
market value of the qualified real 
property interest bears to the fair market 
value of the property before the granting 
of the qualified real property interest. 
When a taxpayer donates to a 
qualifying conservation organization an 
easement on a structure with respect to 
which deductions are taken for 
depreciation, the reduction required by 
this paragraph (h)(3)(ii) in the basis of 


the property retained by the taxpayer 
must be allocated between the structure 
and the underlying land. 

(4) Examples. The provisions of this 
section may be illustrated by the 
following examples. In examples 
illustrating the value or deduetibility of 
donations, the applicable restrictions 
and limitations of § 1.170A-4, with 
respect to reduction in amount of 
charitable contributions of certain 
appreciated property, and. § 1.170A-8, 
with respect to limitations on charitable 
deductions by individuals. must also be 
taken into account. 


Example (1). A owns Goldacre, a property 
adjacent to a state park. A wants to donate 
Goldacre to the state to be used as part of the 
park, but A wants to reserve-a qualified 
mineral interest in the property, to exploit 
currently and to devise at death. The fair 
market value of the surface rights in Goldacre 
is $200,000 and the fair market value of the 
mineral rights in $100.000. In order to ensure 
that the quality of the park will not be 
degraded, restrictions must be imposed on 
the right to extract the minerals that reduce 
the fair market value of the mineral rights to 
$80,000. Under this section, the value of the 
contribution is $200,000 (the value of the 
surface rights). 

Example (2). In 1984 B, who is 62, donates a 
remainder interest in Greenacre to a 
qualifying organization for conservation 
purposes. Greenacre is a tract of 200 acres of 
undeveloped woodland that is valued at 
$200,000 at its highest and best use. Under 
§ 1.170A-12(b), the value of a remainder 
interest in real property following one life is 


determined under § 25.2512-5 of the Gift Tax ° 


Regulations. (See § 25.2512-9 with respect to 
the valuation of annuities, life estates, terms 
for years, remainders, and reversions 
transferred after December 31, 1970 and 
before December 1, 1983. With respect to the 
valuation of annuities, life estates, terms for 
years, remainders, and reversions transferred 
before January 1, 1971, see T.D. 6334, 23 FR 
8904, November 15, 1958, as amended by T.D. 
7077, 35 FR 18464, December 4, 1970). 
Accordingly, the value of the remainder 
interest, and thus the amount eligible for an 
income tax deduction under sections 170(f), is 
$55,996 ($200,000 x .27998). 

Example (3). Assume the same facts as in 
example (2), except that Greenacre is B’s 200- 
acre estate with a home built during the 
colonial period. Some of the acreage around 
the home is cleared; the balance of 
Greenacre, except for access roads, is 
wooded and undeveloped. See section 
170(f}(3)(B){i). However, B would like 
Greenacre to be maintained in its current 
state after his death, so he donates a 
remainder interest in Greenacre to a 
qualifying organization for conservation 


_ purposes pursunt to section 170 (f)(3)(B){iii) 


and (h)(2)(B). At the time of the gift the land 
has a value of $200,000 and the house has a 
value of $100,000. The value of the remainder 
interest, and thus the amount eligible for an 
income tax deduction under section 170(f), is 
computed pursuant to § 1.170A-12. See 

§ 1.170A-12(b)({3). 
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Example (4). Assume the same facts as in 
example (2}, except that at age 62 instead of 
donating a remainder interest B donates an 
easement in Greenacre toa qualifying 
organization for conservation . The 
fair market value of Greenacre after the 
donation is reduced to $110,000. Accordingly, 
the value of the easement, and thus the 
amount eligible for a deduction under section 
170(f}, is $90,000 ($200,000 less $110,000). 

Example (5). Assume. the same facts as in 
example (4), and:assume that three years 
later, at age 65, B decides to donate a 
remainder interest in Greenacre to a 
qualifying organization for conservation 
purposes. Increasing real estate values in the 
area have raised the fair market value of 
Greenacre (subject to the easement) to 
$130,000. Accordingly, the value of the 
remainder interest, and thus the amount 
eligible for a deduction under section 170(f}, 
is $41,639 ($130,000 x .32030). 

Example (6). Assume the same facts as in 
example (2), except that at the time of the 
donation of a remainder interest in 
Greenacre, B also donates an easement to. a 
different qualifying organization for 
conservation purposes. Based on all the facts 
and circumstances, the value of the easement 
is determined to be $100,000. Therefore, the 
value of the property after the easement is 
$100,000 and the value of the remainder 
interest, and thus the amount eligible for 
deduction under section 170(f), is $27,998 
($100,000 x .27998). 

Example (7). C owns Greenacre, a 200-acre 
estate containing a house built during the 
colonial period. At its highest and best use, 
for home development, the fair market value 
of Greenacre is $300,000. C donates an 
easement (to maintain the house and Green 
acre in their current state) to a-qualifying 
organization for conservation purposes. The 
fair market value of Greenacre after the 
donation is reduced to $125,000. Accordingly, 
the value of the easement and the amount 
eligible for a deduction under section 170(f) is 
$175.000 ($300,000 less $125,000). 

Example (8). Assume the same facts as in 
example (7) and assume that three years 
later, C decides to donate a remainder 
interest in Greenacre to a qualifying 
organization for conservation purposes. 
Increasing real estate values in the area have 
raised the fair market value of Greenacre to 
$180.000. Assume that because of the 
perpetual easement prohibiting any 
development of the land, the value of the 
house is $120,000 and the value of the land is 
$60,000. The value of the remainder interest, 
and thus the amount eligible for an income 
tax deduction under section 170(f), is 
computed pursuant to § 1.170A-12. See 
§ 1.170A-12(b)(3). 

Example (9). D owns property with a basis 
of $20,000 and a fair market value of $80,000. 
D donates to a qualifying organization an 
easement for conservation purposes that is 
determined under this section to have a fair 
market value of $60,000. The amount of basis 
allocable to the easement is $15,000 ($60,000/ 
$80,000 = $15,000/$20,000). Accordingly, the 
basis of the property is reduced to $5,000 
($20,000 minus $15,000). 
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Example (10). E owns 10 one-acre lots that 
are currently woods and parkland. The. fair 
market value of each of E’s lots is $15,000 and 
the basis of each lot is $3,000. E grants to the 
county a perpetual easement for conservation 
purposes to use and maintain eight of the 
acres as a public park and to restrict any 
future development on those eight acres. As a 
result of the restrictions, the value of the 
eight acres is reduced to $1,000 an acre. 
However, by perpetually restricting 
development on this portion of the land, E 
has ensured that the two remaining acres will 
always be bordered by parkland, thus 
increasing their fair market value to $22,500 
each. If the eight acres represented all of E’s 
land, the fair market value of the easement 
would be $112,000, an amount equal to the 
fair market value of the land before the 
granting of the easement 
(8x $15,000 =$120,000) minus the fair market 
value of the encumbered land after the 
granting of the easement (8x $1,000= $8,000). 
However, because the easement only covered 
a portion of the deduction under section 170 
is reduced to $97,000 ($150,000-$53,000), that 
is, the difference between the fair market 
value of the entire tract of land before 
($150,000) and after ((8 $1,000) + (2 
$22,500)} the granting of the easement. 

Example (11). Assume the same facts as in 
example (10). Since the easement covers a 
portion of E’s land, only the basis of that 
portion is adjusted. Therefore, the amount of 
basis allocable to the easement is $22,400 
((8< $3,000) x ($112,000/$120,000)). 
Accordingly, the basis of the eight acres 
encumbered by the easement is reduced to 
$1,600 ($24,000-$22,400), or $200 for each acre. 
The basis of the two remaining acres is not 
affected by the donation. 

Example (12). F owns and uses as 
professional offices a two-building that lies 
within a registered historic district F’s 
building is an outstanding example of period 
architecture with a fair market value of | 
$125,000. Restricted to its current use, which 
is the highest and best use of the property 
without making changes to the facade, the 
building and lot would have a fair market 
value of $100,000, of which $80,000 would be 
allocable to the building and $20,000 woud be 
allocable to the lot. F’s basis in the property 
is $50,000, of which $40,000 is allocable to the 
building and $10,000 is allocable to the lot. F's 
neighborhood is @ mix or residential and 
commercial uses, and it is possible that F (or 
another owner) could enlarge the building for 
more extensive commercial use, which is its _ 
highest and best use. However, this would 
require changes to the facade. F would like to 


donate to a qualifying preservation 


changes to the facade and promissing to 
maintain the facade in perpetuity. the 
donation would qualify for a deduction under 
this section. The fair market value of the 
easement is $25,000 (the fair market value of 
the property before the easement, $125,000, 
minus the fair market value of the property 
after the easement, $100,000). Pursuant to 
§ 1.170A-14(h)(3){iii), the basis allocable to 
the easement is $10,000 and the basis of the 
underlying property (building and lot) is 
reduced to $40,000. 

(i) Substantiation requirement. If a 
taxpayer makes a qualified conservation 


contribution and claims a deduction, the 
taxpayer must maintain written records of 
the fair value of the und 

property before and after the donation and 
the conservation purpose furthered by the 
donation and such information shall be 
stated in the taxpayer’s income tax return if 
required by the return or its instructions. See 
also § 1:170A-13T{c) (relating to 
substantiation requirements for deductions in 
excess of $5,000 for charitable contributions 
made after 1984), and section 6659 (relating to 
additions to tax in the case of valuation 
overstatements). 

(j) Effective date. Except as otherwise 
provided in § 1.170A-14(g}(4){ii), this. section 
applies only to contributions made on or after 
December 18, 1980. 


PART 20—{AMENDED] 


Par. 5. The authority for Part 20 
continues to read in part: 


Authority: 26 U.S.C. 7805. * * * 


Par. 6. Paragraph (e){2) of § 20.2055-2 
is amended as follows: 

a. The sixth sentence of paragraph 
(e)(2){i) is revised to read: “However, 
except as provided in paragraphs (e)(2) 
(ii), (iii), and (iv) of this section, for 
purposes of this subdivision a charitable 
contribution of an interest in property ~ 
not in trust where the decedent transfers 
some specific rights te one party and 
transfers other substantial rights to 
another party will not be considered a 
contribution of an undivided portion of 
the decedent's entire interest in 
property.”. 

b. The eight sentence of paragraph 
(e)(2)(i) is revised to read; “A bequest to 
chartiy made on or before December 17, 
1980, of an open space easement in 
gross in perpetuity shall be considered 
the transfer to charity of an undivided 


portion of the decedent's entire interest 


in the property.”. me 
c. Paragraphs (e)(2)fiv), a, a 
(e)(2){vi} cake redesignated (e 
Celi2){vi. and (e){2){vii), 
new paragraph (e)i2itiv) is 
tascaes after paragraph (e)(2)f{iii} to 
read as set forth below. 


§ 20.2055-2 Transfers not exclusively for 
charitable purposes. 
(e) Limitations applicable to 
decedents dying after December 31, 
1969. es * 
(2) Deductible interests. * * * 
(iv)Qualified conservation 
contribution. The charitable interest is a 
qualified conservation contribution. For 
the definition of a qualified conservation 
contribution, see § 1.170A-14 


PART 25—[AMENDED] 


Par. 7. The authority for Part 25 
continues to read in part: 
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Authority: 26 U.S.C. 7805. * * * 


Par. 8. Paragraph (c)(2) of 
§ 25.2522(c)—3 is amended as follows: 

a. The sixth sentence of paragraph 
(c)(2){i) is revised to read; “However, 
except as provided in paragraphs 
(e)(2)fii), (iii), and fiv) of this section, for 
purposes of this subdivision of 
charitable contribution of an interest in 
property not in trust where the decedent 
transfers some specific rights to one 
party and. transfers other substantial 
rights to another party will not be 
considered a contribution of a undivided 
portion of the decedent's entire interest 
in property.”. 

b. The eight sentence of paragraph 
(c)(2)(i) is revised to read; “A bequest to 
charity made on or before December 17, 
1980, of open space easement in gross in 


. perpetuity shall be considered the 


transfer to charity of an undivided 
portion of the decedent's entire interest 
in property.”. 

c. Paragraphs (c)(2){iv), (c)(2){v),-and 
(c)(2)(vi) are redesignated (c){2){v), 
(c)(2)(vi), and (c}{2)(viii), respectively. 

d. A new paragraph (c)({2)(iv) is 
inserted after paragraph (c)(2){iii), to 
read as set forth below. 


§ 25.2522(c)-3 Transfers not exclusively 
for charitable, etc., purposes in the case of 
gifts made after July 31, 1969. 

(c) Transfers of partial interest in 
property. 

(2) Deductible interest. * * * 

(iv) Qualified Conservation 
Contribution. The charitable interest is a 
qualified conservation contribution. For 
the definition of a qualified conservation 
contribution, see § 1.170A-14. 


* * * ” * 


PART 602—OMB CONTROL NUMBERS 
UNDER THE PAPERWORK 
REDUCTION ACT 


Par. 9. The authority for Part 602 
continues to read in part: 


Authority: 26 U.S.C. 7805. * * * 

Par. 10. Section 602.101(c) is amended 
by inserting in the appropriate place in 
the table “§ 1.170A-14 . . . 1545-0763”. 


Roscoe L. Egger, Jr., 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 


Approved: December 20, 1985. 
Ronald A Peariman, 
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. 


[FR Doc. 86-727 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4380-01-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement 


30 CFR Part 936 


Reclamation Act of 1977 


AGENCY: Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement (OSMRE), 
Interior. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This document amends 30 
CFR Part 936 by removing a remaining 
program condition, condition (d), of the 
Secretary of the Interior's approval of 
the Oklahoma permanent regulatory 
program under the Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 
(SMCRA). 

The condition being removed by the 
Secretary pertains to the State's ability 
to disburse Federal funds to qualified 
laboratories participating in the Small 
Operator Assistance Program (SOAP) 
once the Federal funds have been 
deposited in the State Treasury. 

After providing opportunity for public 
comment and conducting a thorough 
review of the program amendment to 
satisfy the condition, the Secretary has 
decided to approve the modification and 
remove the condition of approval. The 
Federal rules at 30 CFR Part 936 
codifying decisions concerning the 
Oklahoma program are being amended 
to implement this action. 

This final rule is being made effective 
immediately to expedite the State 
program amendment process and 
encourage States to conform their 
programs with the Federal standards 
without undue delay. Consistency of 
State and Federal standards is required 
by SMCRA. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: January 14, 1986. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. James H. Moncrief, Director, Tulsa 
Field Office, Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement, Room 
3432, 333 West Fourth Street, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma 74103; Telephone: (918) 581- 
7927. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Background on Approval 


On January 19, 1981, following a 
review of the proposed program as 
outlined in 30 CFR Part 732, the 
Secretary of the Interior conditionally 
approved Oklahoma's program to 
administer and enforce the permanent 
regulatory program under SMCRA. The 
approval was effective upon publication 
of the notice of conditional approval in 


the January 19, 1981 Federal Register (49 
FR 4910). 

Information pertinent to the general 
background, revisions, modifications 
and amendments to the proposed 
permanent program submission as well 
as the Secretary's findings, the 
disposition of comments, and a detailed 
explanation of the conditions of 
approval of the Oklahoma program can 


‘be found in the January 19, 1981 Federal 


Register (46 FR 4910), in the April 2, 1982 
Federal Register (47 FR 14152), April 12, 
1984 Federal Register (49 FR 14674), 
August 28, 1984 Federal Register (49 FR 
34000), March 18, 1985 Federal Register 
(50 FR 10759) October 29, 1985 Federal 
Register (50 FR 43725) and December 10, 
1985 Federal Register (50 FR 50296). 


Background on Condition 


The Secretary's conditional approval 
of the Oklahoma program consisted of 
four conditions. Condition (d) pertained 
to Oklahoma's lack of authority to 
administer the SOAP consistent with 
section 507 (c) of SMCRA and no less 
effective than 30 CFR Part 795. 

As discussed in Finding 4(n) of the 
January 19, 1981 Federal Register notice, 
the Secretary found that the Oklahoma 
Department of Mines (ODM) had no 
authority under State law and 
regulations to operate the SOAP. 
According to an opinion of the 
Oklahoma Attorney General dated May 
27, 1980 (see Administrative Record 
Document No. OK-85), the payment of 
State tax dollars to mine operators 
pursuant to 45 O.S. Supp. 1979, section 
745.16 violates Article X Section 15 of 
the Oklahoma Constitution and is 
therefore invalid because it constitutes a 
“gift”. Therefore, the Secretary found 
the absence of valid SOAP provisions to 
be inconsistent with section 507(c) of 
SMCRA and less effective than 30 CFR 
Part 795 and conditioned his approval 
by requiring Oklahoma to obtain 
authority to promulgate regulations 
consistent with 30 CFR Part 795. 

On May 13, 1983, OSMRE received 
from the State of Oklahoma material 
intended to satisfy the four program 
conditions concerning citizens’ access to 
courts, award of costs and attorney fees, 
authority to administer a small operator 
assistance program and the Oklahoma 
Rules of Practice and Procedure. 
OSMRE published a notice in the June 3, 
1983 Federal Register announcing 
receipt of the provisions and inviting 
public comment on whether the 
proposed program amendments 
corrected the deficiencies (48 FR 24928). 

Oklahoma amended its statute at 45 
O.S. 1981 section 745.16 by passage of 
Oklahoma Senate Bill No. 205. Section 6 
of this Bill repealed Oklahoma's existing 


Federal Register / Vol. 51, No. 9 / Tuesday, January 14, 1986 / Rules and Regulations 


SOAP statute. Section 5 of the Bill then 
provided authority to ODM to operate 
SOAP to the extent required by Federal 
law and to provide such services as are 
necessary to comply with the permanent 
regulatory program. Oklahoma adopted 
regulations at section 795 to implement 
the SOAP. The language at section 795 
provided for Oklahoma to perform all 
functions required under SOAP except 
for contracting and funding to qualified 
laboratories. Section 795.9(e) of the 
Oklahoma rules provided that a 
cooperative agreement be entered into 
between ODM and the Department of 
the Interior for disbursement of funds to 
qualified laboratories providing the 
determination and statement required 
under the SOAP program. 

- Therefore, the Secretary found that 
ODM has authority under the Oklahoma 
Coal Reclamation Act of 45 O.S. 1981 
section 745.16 and section 795 of its 
regulations to operate a Small Operators 
Assistance Program consistent with 
section 507(c) of SMCRA and no less 
effective than 30 CFR Part 795 with the 
following exception. 

The funding provisions at section 
795.9(e) of the Oklahoma rules were 
found less effective than the provisions 
at 30 CFR Part 795 in that they do not 
provide ODM with the authority to enter 
into contracts with qualified 
laboratories for the provision of SOAP 
services but rather calls for.a 
cooperative agreement between ODM 
and the Department of the Interior. 
Under such an agreement funding of 
SOAP services would be undertaken by 
OSMRE. 

In that the statutory and regulation 
changes adopted by the State of 
Oklahoma provide authority to ODM to 
operate the SOAP with the exception 
noted, the Secretary approved the 
changes made by ODM to the Statute 
and rules regarding SOAP. Therefore, in 
the August 28, 1984 Federal Register 
notice, a final rule was published 
approving in part the SOAP amendment 
(49 FR 34000). Further, the Secretary 
found that the State had acted in good 
faith to satisfy condition (d) by 
amending its statute and rules. 
Accordingly, the Secretary decided to 
extend the deadline for Oklahoma to 
satisfy the modified condition (d) until 
August 28, 1985. 

Thereafter, OSMRE worked with 
ODM to develop a cooperative 
agreement'as addressed in section 
795.9(e) of the Oklahoma rules for the 
provision of SOAP assistance during the 
period necessary for Oklahoma to 
complete program changes necessary to 
satisfy the modified condition (d). 
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On August 15, 1985, the Attorney 
General of the State of Oklahoma issued 
an opinion that ODM pursuant to 45 O.S. 
Supp. 1984, section 745.16.1, may utilize 
federal grant money, applied for and 
received by ODM to pay a qualified 
laboratory to provide assistance to 
eligible small coal mining operators as 
authorized by SOAP, 30 CFR 795.1 et 
seq., without violating Article X, Section 
15 of the Oklahoma Constitution. This 
legal opinion is intended to satisfy 
condition (d). 

In the October 29, 1985 Federal 
Register (50 FR 43725) OSMRE 
announced receipt of the proposed 
amendment, and announced a public 
comment period which closed on 
November 29, 1985. In that same notice, 
OSMRE announced that a public hearing 
would be held only if requested. No 
requests were received for a hearing, 
therefore, no hearing was held. 


Secretary's Findings 


Set forth below pursuant to 30 CFR 
732.15 and 732.17, are the Secretary's 
findings concerning the program 
modifications submitted by Oklahoma 
to satisfy conditions (d). - 

On August 15, 1985, the State of 
Oklahoma submitted an Attorney 
General's opinion intended to satisfy 
condition (d) of the approved State 
program. The Attorney General's 
opinion states that a recent decision of 
the Supreme Court of Oklahoma, Jn re 
Application of State Oklahoma ex rel. 
Department of Transportation, 646 p. 2d 
605 (Okl. 1982), held that Federal money 
deposited in the State treasury pursuant 
to some grant-in-aid program is held in 
trust for a specific purpose, and may be 
disbursed to private concerns pursuant 
to the program without violating Article 
X, 15 of the Oklahoma Constitution. 
Inasmuch as the Attorney General’s 
opinion removes the previous legal 
impediment to Oklahoma's participation 
in the Small Operator Assistance ~ 
Program, the Secretary finds the 
Oklahoma provisions are now no less 
stringent than SMCRA and no less 
effective than the Federal regulations 
and, therefore, satisfies condition (d) at 
30 CFR 936.11. 


Public Comments 


_ Pursuant to section 503(b) of SMCRA 
and 30.CFR 732.17(a)(10)(i), comments 
were solicited from various Federal 
agencies on the proposed State program 
amendment. Of those agencies invited to 
comment, none chose to do so. 


Secretary's Decision 


Based on the findings, the Secretary is 
removing the remaining condition (d) of 
his approval of the Oklahoma program 


and is amending 30 CFR Part 936 to 
reflect his decision. 


Additional Determinations 


1. Compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act: The 
Secretary has determined that, pursuant 
to section 702(d} of SMCRA, 30 U.S.C. 
1292(d), no environmental impact 
statement need to be prepared for this 
rulemaking. 

2. Executive Order No. 12291 and the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act: On August 
28, 1981, the Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB) granted OSMRE 
exemptions from Sections 3,.4, 7 and 8 of 
Executive Order 12291 for actions 
directly related to approval or 
conditional approval of State regulatory 
programs. Therefore, this section is 
exempt from preparation of Regulatory 
Impact Analysis and regulatory review 
by OMB. 

The Department of the Interior has 
determined that this rule will not have a 
significant economic effect on a 
substantial number of small entities 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 
U.S.C. 601 et seq.). This rule will ensure 
that existing requirements established 
by SMCRA and the Federal rules will be 
met by the State. 

3. Paperwork Reduction Act: This rule 
does not contain information collection - 
requirements which require approval by 
the Office of Management and Budget 
under 44 U.S.C. 3507. ; 


List of Subjects in 30 CFR Part 936 
Coal mining, Intergovernmental 
relations, Surface mining, Underground 
mining. 
Dated: January 2, 1986. 
James E. Cason, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary, Land and 
Minerals Management. 
PART 936—OKLAHOMA 


Part 936 of Title 30 is amended as 
follows: 

1. The authority citation for Part 936 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: Pub. L. 95-87, 30 U.S.C. 1201 et 
seq. 
§ 936.11 [Removed] 

2. 30 GFR 936.11 is removed. . 

3. 30 CFR 936.15 is amended by adding 
a new paragraph (f) as follows: 


§ 936.15 Approval of amendments to State 
regulatory program. 

(f) The following amendments to the 
Oklahoma permanent regulatory. 
program submitted to OSMRE on August 
15, 1985, is approved effective January 
14, 1986: Legal opinion from the 
Attorney General of Oklahoma 
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concerning the State’s ability to provide 
for the administration and funding of the 
Small Operator Assistance Program. 


[FR Doc. 86-747 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-05-M 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Coast Guard 

33 CFR Part 117 

[CGD 1-85-10R} 


Drawbridge Operation Regulations; 
Charles River, MA 


AGENCY: Coast Guard, DOT. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


summany: At the request of the 
Massachusetts Bay Transportation 
Authority, the Coast Guard is amending 
the regulations governing the railroad 
drawspan over the Charles River at mile 
0.8 by changing the authorized time 
period for the daily (excluding Sundays 
and legal holidays) afternoon closure 
period from 4:15 p.m.-7:40 p.m. to 4:15 
p.m.—6:30'p.m. In addition, at the request 
of the Metropolitan District Commission, 
the Coast Guard is amending the 
regulations governing the highway 
drawbridge over the Charles River at 
mile 1.0 by changing the authorized time 
period for the daily (excluding Sundays 
and legal holidays) afternoon closure 
period from 4:15 p.m.—7:40 p.m. to 3:15 
p.m.-6:30 p.m. These amendments are 
being made to accommodate the needs 
of vehicular traffic while still providing 
for the reasonable needs of navigation. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: February 13, 1986. 


William J. Naulty, Chief, Bridge Branch, 
First Coast Guard District, Boston, MA 
02114—1396 (617-223-0645). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 25 
July 1985 the Coast Guard published (50 
FR 32864) a proposal to revise these 
regulations. The Commander, First 
Coast Guard District, also published 
these proposals as a Public Notice dated 
5 August 1985. Interested persons were 
given until 9 September 1985 to submit 
comments. 


Drafting Information 


The principal persons involved in 
drafting this proposal are: William J. 
Naulty, Chief, Bridge Branch, First Coast 
Guard District, and Lieutenant D. J. St. 
James, USCGR, Project Attorney, 
Assistant Legal Officer, First Coast 
Guard District. 





1510 


Discussion of Comments 


No comments were received. In 
addition to the notice in the Federal 
Register, the First Coast Guard District 
issued a public notice to all known 
interested parties (commercial and 
recreational). The lack of response to 
either notice is assumed to mean that 
the proposed amendment is acceptable 
to all concerned parties. 


Economic Assessment and Certification 


These regulations are considered to 
be non-major under Executive Order 
12291 Federal Regulations and 
nonsignificant under the Department of 
Transportation regulatory policies and 
procedures (44 FR 11034; February 26, 
1979). 

The economic impact of these 
regulations is expected to be so minimal 
that a full regulatory evaluation is 
unnecessary. We conclude this because 
the regulations impose no additional 
restrictions on navigation. Since the 
economic impact of these regulations is 
expected to be minimal, the Coast 
Guard certifies that they will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 

In consideration of the foregoing, Part 
117 of Title 33 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations is amended by revising 
subpart 117.591 to read as follows: 


List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 117 
Bridges. § 

Regulations 
In consideration of the foregoing, Part 


117 of Title 33, Code of Federal 
Regulations, is amended as follows: 


PART 117—DRAWBRIDGE. 
OPERATION REGULATIONS 


1. The authority citation for Part 117 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 33 U.S.C. 499, 49 CFR 1.46, and 
33 CFR 1.05-1(g). 
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2. Part 117 is amended by revising 
paragraphs (c) and (e) to read as 
follows: 


117.591 Charles River. 

(c) The draws of the Massachusetts 
Bay Transportation Authority railroad 
bridge, mile 0.8 at Boston, shall open on 
signal; except that from 6:15 a.m. to 9:10 
a.m. and 4:15 p.m. to 6:30 p.m., excluding 
Sundays and legal holidays observed in 
the locality, the draws need not be 
opened for the passage of vessels. 

* * * * * 

(e) The draw of the Metropolitan 
District Commission bridge, mile 1.0 at 
Boston, shall open on signal; except that, 
from 6:15 a.m. to 9:10 a.m. and 3:15 p.m. 
to 6:30 p.m., excluding Sundays and 
legal holidays observed in the locality, 
the draw need be not opened for the 
passage of vessels. 

- a * + . 

Dated: December 26,.1985. 
R. L. Johanson, 
Rear Admiral (Lower Half), U.S. Coast Guard 
Commander, First Coast Guard District. 
[FR Doc. 86-471 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-14-M 


VETERANS ADMINISTRATION 
38 CFR Part 3 


Basic Eligibility for Loan Guaranty 
Benefits 


Correction 


In FR Doc. 85-30859, beginning on 
page 53314 in the issue of Tuesday, 
December 31, 1985, make the following 
corrections: 

On page 53315, second column, 
twenty-sixth line of § 3.315(b), 
“36.306(b)” should have read 
“§ 3.306(b)”. 


BILLING CODE 1505-01-M 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


40 CFR Part 61 

[A-6-FRL-2954-2] 

Delegation of Additional Authority to 
the State of Louisiana for the National 


Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (NESHAPS): Benzene 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Final rule. 


summary: EPA, Region 6 has approved 


the Louisiana Emission Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants (LESHAP): 
Benzene, and has delegated the 
authority to conduct enforcement 
activities to assure compliance with the 
LESHAP Benzene regulations by 
affected sources. This is in addition to 
the administrative review and technical 
review authority previously granted to 
the Louisiana Department of 
Environmental Quality (LDEQ) on 
October 14, 1983, by EPA. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: September 11, 1985. 
ADDRESS: Copies of the addendum to 
the State-EPA agreement for delegation 
of additional authority are available for 
public inspection at the Air Programs 
Branch, Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region 6, InterFirst Two 
Building, 28th floor, 1201 Elm Street, 
Dallas, Texas 75270. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Bill Riddle at (214) 767-9869 SIP/NSR 
Section, Air Programs Branch, address 
above. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
October 14, 1983, EPA, Region 6, 
delegated to the LDEQ, the authority for 
the technical and administrative review 
of the NESHAP program. An information 
notice of this partial delegation of the 
NESHAP program was published in the 
Federal Register on February 7, 1984. 

EPA, Region 6, approved the 
Louisiana Emission Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants (LESHAPS): 
Benzene, and delegated the additional 
authority to conduct enforcement 
activities to assure compliance with 
these regulations by affected sources on 
September 11, 1985. 

With this action, the State of 
Louisiana will have full delegated 
authority for technical review, for 
administrative review, and for 
conducting enforcement activities to 
assure compliance of the affected 
facilities with the regulations. 

Effective immediately, all of the 
information related to the NESHAP: 
Benzene program for sources located in 
the State of Louisiana should be 
submitted to the State agency at the 


following address: Louisiana 
Department of Environmental Quality, 
Air Quality Division, P.O. Box 44066, 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804. 


List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 61 


Air pollution control, Asbestos, 
Beryllium, Hazardous materials, 
Mercury, Vinyl chloride. 

Dated: December 27, 1985. 

Frances E. Phillips, 
Acting Regional Administrator. 


PART 61—NATIONAL EMISSION 
STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS AIR 
POLLUTANTS 


Part 61 of Chapter I, Title 40 of the 


Code of Federal Regulations is amended 


as follows: 
1. The authority citation for Part 61 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401, 7410, 7411, 7414, 
7470-7479, 7491, 7601. 


2. Section 61.04 is amended by 
revising paragraph (b)(T) to read as 
follows: 


§61.04 Address 
* * * * * 

(b) ** * 

(T) Secretary, Louisiana Department of 
Environmental Quality, P.O. Box 44096, Baton 
Rouge, Louisiana 70804. 

* * * * * 
[FR Doc. 86-769 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 


41 CFR Ch. 101 
[FPMR Temp. Reg. E-83] 


Cancellation of Obsolete Delegations 
of Authority 


AGENCY: Office of Information 
Resources Management, GSA. 


ACTION: Temporary regulation. 


SUMMARY: This regulation cancels 
obsolete delegations by the 
Administrator of General Services to the 
Secretary of Commerce to operate an 
automatic data processing service 
center and to the Secretary of the Air 
Force for the operation of the Federal 
Computer Performance Evaluation and 
Simulation Center (FEDSIM). 

DATES: Effective date: January 14, 1986. 
Expiration date: February 13, 1986. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Carolyn A. Thomas, Policy Branch 
(KMPP), Office of Information Resources 
Management, telephone (202) 566-0194 
or FTS, 566-0194. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
General Services Administration (GSA) 
has determined that this rule is not a 
major rule for purposes of Executive 
Order 12291 of February 17, 1981. GSA 
decisions are based on adequate 
information concerning need for, and the 
consequences of the rule. The rule is 
written to ensure maximum benefits to 
Federal agencies. This is a 
Governmentwide management 
regulation that will have little or no net 
cost effect on society. 


(Sec. 25(c), 63 Stat. 390; 40 U.S.C. 486(c)) 


In 41 CFR Chapter 101, the following 
temporary regulation is listed at the end 
of Subchapter E to read as follows: 
December 18, 1985. 


Federal Property Management 
Regulations Temporary Regulation E-83 


To: Héads of Federal agencies 
Subject: Cancellation of obsolete 
delegations of authority 


1. Purpose. This regulation cancels 
obsolete delegations of authority. 

2. Effective date. This regulation is 
effective upon publication in the Federal 
Register. 

3., Expiration date. This regulation 
expires 30 days after publication in the 
Federal Register. 

-4, Background. 

a. By FPMR Temp. Reg E-10 (32 FR 
10532, July 18, 1967), the Administrator 
of General Services delegated authority 
to the Secretary of Commerce for the 
operation of an automatic data 
processing service center. The purpose 
was to provide the Department of 
Commerce with an intra-agency facility 
for automatic data processing at the 
National Bureau of Standards. Agencies 
are now not required to obtain a 
delegation of authority from GSA to 
operate intra-agency data processing 
service centers or to share their excess 
automatic data processing resources 
with other agencies under the ADP 
Sharing Program. Authority delegated to 
the Secretary of Commerce is no longer 
necessary. 

b. By FPMR Temp. Reg. E-22 (37 FR 
5147, March 10, 1972), the Administrator 
of General Services delegated authority 
to the Secretary of the Air Force for the 
operation of the Federal Data Processing 
Center for ADP Simulation. The purpose 
was to meet the automatic data 
processing simulation requirements of 
Federal agencies as a least-cost 
alternative. Upon issuance of FPMR 
Temp. Reg. E-22, Supp. 1 (38 FR 15884, 
June 18, 1973) the name of the Center 
was changed to the Federal Computer 
Performance Evaluation and Simulation 
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United States Air Force, operational 
responsibility for FEDSIM was 
transferred from the United States Air 
Force to GSA, effective September 1. 
1985. Authority delegated to the 
Secretary of the Air Force for the 
operation of FEDSIM is no longer 
necessary. 
5. Continuation of FEDSIM services. 
GSA assumed responsibility for all 
interagency agreements between the 
FEDSIM Federal Data Processing Center 
and its customer agencies, effective 
September 1, 1985, and will ensure 
continuity of service to these customers. 
For further information about services, 
agencies should contact FEDSIM {KPS), 
Office of Information Resources 
Management, General Services 
Administration, telephone (703) 274- 


6. Effect on other directives. The 
following temporary regulations are 
cancelled: 
a. FPMR Temporary Regulation E-10, 
July 18, 1967; 
b. FPMR Temporary Regulation E-22, 
March 10, 1972; and 
- ¢.FPMR Temporary Regulation E-22, 
Supplement 1, June 18, 1973. 

T.C. Golden, 

Administrator of General Services. 

[FR Doc. 86-761 Filed 1-13-86, 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6820-25-88 


FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 


47 CFR Part 87 
[PR Docket No. 85-112: FCC 85-661] 


AGENCY: Federal Communications 
Commission. : 
ACTION: Final Rule. 


SUMMARY: This action makes three 
unrelated amendments to the Aviation 
Services rules. The first amendment 
provides for the regular licensing of 
portable aircraft radio stations. The 
second amendment permits the 
frequency 122.9 MHz to be used by 
aeronautical utility mobile stations at 
airports without control towers, flight 
service stations or aeronautical advisory 
stations (unicoms). The final amendment 
permits the frequency 122.9 MHz to be 
used to activate airport runway lights. 
This action was initiated as a result of 


inquiries from members of the aviation 
community and is intended to improve 
aviation coramunications services. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: February 3, 1986. 
ADDRESS: Federal Communications 
Commission, Washington, DC 20554. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Loretta J. Garcia, Private Radio Bureau, © 
Aviation and Marine Branch, 
Washington, DC 20554. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 87 


General aviation Airborne stations, 
Aeronautical utility mobile stations, 
Radio. 


- Report and Order (Proceeding 


Terminated) 

In the matter of amendment of Part 87 of 
the rules concerning portable aircraft 
licenses, aeronautical utility mobile station 
frequencies and frequencies used for 
activation of airport lights. PR Docket No. 85- 
112. 

Adopted: December 20, 1985. 

Released: December 26, 1985. 

By the Commission. 


1. This Report and Order amends the 
Commission's rules to implement three 
unrelated changes in Part 87 (Aviation 
Services) of the rules (47 CFR 87.1 et 
seq.). These changes provide for a new 


- portable aircraft station license, and 


make an additional frequency available 
for operation of aeronautical utility 
mobile stations and for activation of 
airport runway lights. 

2. Comments were filed in this 
proceeding by Hubbard Broadcasting 
(Hubbard), by the Wisconsin 
Department of Transportation 
(Wisconsin) and by the Experimental 
Aircraft Association (EAA). 


Portable Aircraft License 


3. Currently there is no provision in 
Part 87 which permits the licensing of 
portable aircraft radio stations. 
Requests to operate portable radio 
equipment in different U.S. registered 
aircraft are considered individually. 
Although this approach was appropriate 
in the past when the number of 
applicants was small, it is no longer 
suitable. The number of such requests 
has increased due to the availability of 
relatively inexpensive portable aircraft 
radio equipment. 

4. In the Notice of Proposed Rule 
Making (NPRM) in this proceeding! we 


1 PR Docket No. 85-112, released April 19, 1985, 50 
FR 33984, published August 22, 1985. 
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proposed to amend § 87.29 to provide for 
a portable aircraft license. We believed 
this would be more convenient for the 
aviation community and would prevent’ 
lengthy processing time as such 
applications become more common. We 
stated that a similar license in the 
maritime services has proven to be 
useful to the maritime community. 

5. Hubbard supports the addition of a 
portable aircraft license and concurs 
that there has been a proliferation of 
inexpensive portable aircraft radio 
equipment. Wisconsin and EAA also 
support this amendment. Therefore, we 
conclude that it is in the public interest 
to provide for a portable aircraft license. 


Aeronautical Utility Mobile Stations 


6. To improve safety at airports which 
do not have an operating control tower, 
the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) recommends that aircraft arriving 
or departing at uncontrolled airports 
transmit and receive on a common 
traffic advisory frequency (CTAF). The 
assigned CTAF depends on the facilities 
located at a particular airport. The 
CTAF is usually the part-time control 
tower frequency, the flight service 
station frequency, the aeronautical 
advisory station frequency or, where 
none of the above facilities exists, the 
frequency 122.9 MHz.? Vehicles which 
operate at an airport are usually 
equipped with aeronautical utility 
mobile stations for safety 
communications related to the 
movement of ground traffic on the 
airport. For example, maintenance 
vehicles, snow plows and fire fighting 
equipment use aeronautical utility 
mobile rddio stations. The frequencies 
assigned to these utility stations at 
uncontrolled airports correspond to the 
CTAF, except that 122.9 MHz is not 
currently included in the list of available 
frequencies. 

7. We have received a number of rule 
waiver requests to permit utility stations 
which operate at airports without any 
control tower, flight service station or 
aeronautical advisory station to use the 
airport CTAF 122.9 MHz. State and local 
aeronautical agencies which inspect and 
help maintain many of these 
uncontrolled airports most often make 
such requests. We feel that making 122.9 
MHz routinely available to aeronautical 
utility mobile stations operating at 
airports will enhance safety and 
improve communications capabilities. 


2 The frequency 122.9 MHz is also assignable to 
aeronautical multicom stations for communications 
pertaining to activities of a temporary, seasonal or 
emergency nature which depend on aircraft for the 
successful or safe conduct of the activity. 
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8. The comments from Wisconsin and 
from EAA support this proposal. 
Therefore, we are amending §§ 87.431 
and 87.433 of the rules as proposed to. 
make the frequency 122.9 MHz available 
to aeronautical utility mobile stations 
which operate at airports without an 
aeronautical radio station for 
communications related to safety, such 
as runway conditions and hazards on 
the airport. 


Activation of Airport Runway Lights 


9. Section 87.183(cc) of the rules 
permits aircraft stations to transmit brief 
keyed RF signals * to activate airport 
lights, provided no harmful interference 
results to voice communications. The 
frequency 122.9 MHz has not been 
available for the activation of airport 
lights because it was not normally 
assigned to a station located at an 
airport. However, with the increasing 
use of 122.9 MHz as the CTAF at 
airports without an aeronautical radio 
station, we have received a number of 
requests to use 122.9 MHz to activate 
airport lights. 

10. We proposed in the NPRM to 
amend § 87.183(cc) to make the 
frequency 122.9 MHz available for the 
activation of airport lights at airports 
where no aeronautical station utilizing 
any of the other available frequencies is 
located. This rule change would permit 
the pilot to remain on the recommended 
CTAF frequency when approaching 
these airports at night, rather than 
switch to another frequency to activate 
the airport lights. We believed that this 
would be more convenient for the flying 
public without any negative 
consequences. We received comments 
in support of this proposal from 
Wisconsin and from EAA. Therefore, we 
are amending § 87.183(cc) to make the 
frequency 122.9 MHz available for the 
activation of airport lights at airports 
which have no aeronautical station 
operating on any of the other available 
frequencies. 

11. Additionally, we are removing 
language in § 87.183(j) which became 
obsolete after January 1, 1985. 


3 The transmitteris keyed by momentarily 
depressing the microphone “push-to-talk” button 
without voire or audio tone transmissions. 


Conclusion 


12. We conclude that it is in the public 
interest to provide for the licensing of 
portable aircraft stations, for the use of 
the frequency 122.9 MHz by 
aeronautical utility mobile stations and 
for the activation of airport runway 
lights at uncontrolled airports on the 
frequency 122.9 MHz. These 
amendments will enhance safety and 
convenience for the aviation community. 
Accordingly, we are amending the rules 
as proposed with minor edits. 

13. In accordance with the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act of 1980, 5 U.S.C. 605(b), 
we certify that these rules will not, if 
promulgated, have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. These rule 
amendments will have a minor 
beneficial effect on the aviation 
community. They allow greater 
flexibility and will not cause a 
significant economic impact on any 
entity. 


14. The amendments contained herein ° 


have been analyzed with respect to the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 and 
found to impose no new or modified 
form, information collection and/or 
record keeping, labeling, disclosure or 
record retention requirements. 

15. Accordingly, it is ordered, That 
under the authority contained in 
sections 4{i) and 303(r) of the 
Communications Act of 1934, as 
amended, 47 U.S.C. 154({i) and 303(r), 
Part 87 of the Commission’s rules is 
amended as set forth in the attached 
Appendix, effective February 3, 1986. 

16. It is further ordered, That a copy of 
this Report and Order shall be sent to 
the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the 
Small Business Administration. 

17. It is further ordered, That this 
proceeding is terminated. 

18. Regarding questions on matters — 
covered in this document, contact 
Loretta J. Garcia at (202) 632-7175. 


Federal Communications Commission. 
William J. Tricarico, 
Secretary. 
Appendix 

Part 87 of Chapter I of Title 47 of the 


_Code of Federal Regulations is amended 


as follows: 


PART 87—AVIATION SERVICES 


1. The authority citation for Part 87 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 48 Stat. 1066, 1082, as amended; 
47 U.S.C. 154, 303, unless otherwise noted. 
Interpret or apply 48 Stat. 1064-1068, 1081- 
1105, as amended; 47 U.S.C. 151-156, 301-609. 


2. Section 87.29 is amended by adding 
new paragraph (a)(7) to read as follows: 


§ 87.29 Application for aircraft radio 
station license. 

(a) * * * 

(7) An applicant may apply for a 
portable aircraft radio station license to 
operate a portable transmitter which is 
temporarily installed in different U.S. 
aircraft if the applicant has a need to 
operate the same equipment on more 
than one aircraft. 

3. Section 87.183 is amended by 
removing the last sentence of paragraph 
(j)(3)(ii). Section 87.183 is amended by 
revising paragraph (cc)(3) and by adding 
a new paragraph (cc)(4) to read as 
follows: 


§ 87.183 Frequencies available. 

(cc) * ek 

(3) Any aviation instructional 
frequency listed in § 87.341: 121.95, 123.3 
and 123.5 MHz. 

(4) The frequency 122.9 MHz when it 
is used as the common traffic advisory 
frequency at the concerned airport. 

4. In § 87.431, paragraph (d) is 
redesignated as (e) and a new paragraph 
(d) is added to read as follows: 


§ 87.431 Frequencies available. 

(d) At landing areas which have no 
airdrome control tower, flight service 
station or aeronautical advisory station, 
the frequency 122.9 MHz is assignable to 
aeronautical utility mobile stations. 


* * * ” * 


§ 87.433 [Amended] 


5. In § 87.433(b) the words “or the 
frequency 122.9 MHz” are added after 
the words “aeronautical advisory 
station frequency.” 


[FR Doc. 86-511 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M 
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Proposed Rules 


This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains notices to the public of the 
proposed issuance of rules and 
regulations. The purpose of these notices 
is to give interested persons an 


Opportunity to participate in the rule 
making prior to the adoption of the final 
rules. 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


Federal Aviation Administration 
14 CFR Part 39 


[Docket No. 85-NM-151-AD] 
Airworthiness Directives; Boeing 
Model 747 Series Airplanes 
AGENCY: Federa! Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 
ACTION: Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 
(NPRM). 


Summary: This document proposes to 
adopt a new airworthiness directive 
applicable to all Boeing Model 747 series 
airplanes which would require the 
addition of a structural cover for the 
opening within the empennage which 
provides access to the vertical fin. The 
FAA has determined that the vertical fin 
could be overpressurized to the point of 
structural failure in the event of failure 
of the aft pressure bulkhead. 


DATE: Comments must be received on or 
before February 28, 1986. 


ADDRESSES: Send comments on the 
proposal in duplicate to the Federal 
Aviation Administration, Northwest 
Mountain Region, Office of the Regional 
Counsel, Attention: Airworthiness Rules 
Docket No. 85-NM-151-AD, 17900 
Pacific Highway South, C-68966 Seattle, 
Washington 98168. The applicable — 
service information may be obtained 
irom the Boeing Commercial Airplane 
Company, P.O. Box 3707, Seattle, 
Washington 98124-2207. The 
information may be examined at the 
FAA, Northwest Mountain Region, 17900 
Pacific Highway South, Seattle, 
Washington, or the Seattle Aircraft 
Certification Office, 9010 East Marginal 
Way South, Seattle, Washington. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Owen Schrader, Airframe Branch, 
ANM-1208S; telephone (206) 431-2923. 
Mailing address: FAA, Northwest 
Mountain Region, 17900 Pacific Highway 
South, C-68966, Seattle, Washington 

z 98168. 


a2 ge Ss See a ae Se 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Comments Invited 


Interested persons are invited to 
participate in the making of the 
proposed rule by submitting such 
written data, views, or arguments as 
they may desire. Communications 
should identify the regulatory docket 
number and be submitted in duplicate to 
the address specified above. All 
communications received on or before 
the closing date for comments specified 
above will be considered by the 
Administrator before taking action on 
the proposed rule. The proposal 
contained in this notice may be changed 
in light of the comments received. All 
comments submitted will be available, 
both before and after the closing date 
for comments, in the Rules Docket for 
examination by interested persons. A 
report summarizing each FAA-public 
contact concerned with the substance of 
this proposal will be filed in the Rules 
Docket. 


Availability of NPRM 


Any person may obtain a copy of this 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking {NPRM} 
by submitting a request to the FAA, 
Northwest Mountain Region, Office of 
the Regional Counsel, Attention: 
Airworthiness Rules Docket No. 85-NM- 
151-AD, 17900 Pacific Highway South. 
C-68966, Seattle, Washington 98168. 


Discussion 


Investigation and preliminary 
conclusions regarding a recent fatal 
accident involving a Boeing 747 airplane 
indicate that the aft pressure bulkhead 
may have failed, releasing pressurized 
air from the cabin into the empennage 
and upward into the vertical fin main 
structural box, resulting in structural 
failure of the vertical fin due to 
overpressurization. 

Regardless of the cause of that 
accident, it has become apparent that 
the vertical fin would be vulnerable in 
the event of a failure of the aft pressure 
bulkhead and that a design change is 
possible which would be effective in 
preventing a failure of the vertical fin. 

Boeing has issued Service Bulletin 
747-53A2264, dated November 26, 1985, 
which describes a procedure to install a 
cover plate on the body fin deck access 
hole on certain Model 747 series 
airplanes. Covering the vertical fin 
access area will prevent 
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overpressurtization of the vertical fin in 
the event of failure of the aft pressure 
bulkhead. 

Since this condition is likely to exist 
or develop on other airplanes of this 
same type design, an AD is proposed” 
which would require instaliation of a 
cover plate on the body fin deck access 
hole in accordance with the Boeing 
service bulletin mentioned above. 

It is estimated that 165 airplanes of 
U.S. registry would be affected by the 
requirements of this AD. Modification 
would require approximately 6 
manhours to accomplish, at an average 
labor charge of $40 per manhour. Based 
on these figures, the total cost impact of 
this AD to U.S. opetators would be 
$39,600. 

For the reasons discussed above, the 
FAA has determined that this document: 
(1) Involves a proposed regulation which 
is not major under Executive Order 
12291 and (2) is not a significant rule 
pursuant to the Department of 
Transportation Regulatory Policies and 
Procedures (44 FR 11034; February 26, 
1979); and it is certified under the 
criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
that this proposed rule, if promulgated, 
will not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities because few, if any, Boeing 
Model 747 airplanes are operated by 
small entities. A copy of a draft 
regulatory evaluation prepared for this 
action is contained in the regulatory 
docket. 


List of Subjects 14 CFR Part 39 
Aviation safety, Aircraft. - 


The Proposed Amendment 
PART 39—[ AMENDED] 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the Federal Aviation Administration 
proposes to amend § 39.13 of Part 39 of 
the Federal Aviatior Regulations as 
follows: 

1. The authority c tation for Part 39 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354(a), 1421 and 1423; 
49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised Pub. L. 97-449, 
January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.89 

2. By adding the fc llowing new 
airworthiness directive: 
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Boeing: Applies to all Model 747 series 
airplanes through line number 625, 
certificated in any category. To prevent 
structural failure of the vertical fin in the 
event of failure of the aft pressure 
bulkhead, accomplish the following 
within 6 months after the effective date 
of this AD, unless already accomplished: 

‘A. Install the vertical fin access cover in 
accordance with Boeing Service Bulletin 747- 
53A2264, dated November 25, 1985, or later 
FAA-approved revisions. 

B. Alternate means of compliance which 
provides an acceptable level of safety may be 
used when approved by the Manager, Seattle 
Aircraft Certification Office, FAA, Northwest 
Mountain Region. 

C. Special flight permits may be issued in 
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to 
operate airplanes to a base for the 
accomplishment of modification required by 
this AD. 

* All persons affected by this proposal who 

have not already received this document 

from the manufacturer may obtain copies 
upon request to the Boeing Commercial 

Airplane Company, P.O. Box 3707, Seattle, 

Washington 98124-2207. 


This document may be examined at 
the FAA, Northwest Mountain Region, 
17900 Pacific Highway South, Seattle 
Washington, or the Seattle Aircraft 
Certification Office, 9010 East Marginal 
Way South, Seattle, Washington. 

Issued in Seattle, Washington, on 
December 30, 1985. 

Charles R. Foster, 

Director, Northwest Mountain Region. 
[FR Doc. 86-734 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


14 CFR Part 39 
[Docket No. 85-CE-37-AD] 


Airworthiness Directives; Cessna 
Models U206G and TU206G Airplanes 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 

ACTION: Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 
(NPRM). 


SUMMARY: This Notice proposes to 
adopt a new Airworthiness Directive 
(AD), applicable to Cessna Models 
U206G and TU206G airplanes that have 
been modified with the installation of 
the Soloy Conversions, Ltd. Turbine Pac 
engine in accordance with Supplemental 
Type Certificate (STC) No. SA2353NM. 
This AD would require that the engine 
start system electrical circuit be isolated 
from other circuits by providing a 
separate circuit breaker for this function 
and that the electrical system voltage 
regulator, which was a part of the Soloy 
installation, be replaced with an 
airworthy unit. Aircraft that were 
initially modified by Soloy employed 

‘ only one circuit breaker for both the 


engine start and auto-feather systems. 
Consequently, any fault in the auto- 
feather system that resulted in opening 
of the circuit breaker also inadvertently 
resulted in the inability to restart the 
engine in flight. In addition, the voltage 
regulator supplied with Soloy 
installation interferes with Automatic 
Direction Finder (ADF) radio operation 
by causing an audible interference, a 
degradation in reception sensitivity, and 
erroneous navigation indications to be 
displayed to the pilot. The actions 
prescribed in this proposed AD will 
preclude both the loss of the in-flight 
engine restart capability and the display 
of erroneous navigation indications to 
the pilot. 

DATE: Comments must be received on or 
before March 18, 1986. 

ADDRESS: Soloy Service Bulletins (S/B) 
No. 04-763 dated March 29, 1985, and 
S/B No. 02-763 dated January 7, 1985, 
applicable to this AD may be obtained 
from Soloy Conversions, Ltd., 450 Pat 
Kennedy Way, SW., Olympia, 
Washington 98052 or the Rules Docket 
at the address below. Send comments 
on the proposal in duplicate to Federal 
Aviation Administration, Central 
Region, Office of the Regional Counsel, 
Attention: Rules Docket No. 85-CE-37- 
AD, Room 1558, 601 East 12th Street, 
Kansas City, Missouri 64106. Comments 
may be inspected at this location 
between 8 a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday 
through Friday, holidays excepted. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Terry Rees, Systems and Equipment 
Branch, ANM-1308, Seattle Aircraft 
Certification Office; Telephone (206) 
431-2941. Mailing address: Seattle 
Aircraft Certification Office, FAA, 
Northwest Mountain Region, 17900 
Pacific Highway South, C-68966, Seattle, 
Washington 98168. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Comments Invited 


Interested persons are invited to 
participate in the making of the 
proposed rule by submitting such 
written data, views or arguments as 
they may desire. Communications 
should identify the regulatory docket or 
notice number and be submitted in 
duplicate to the address specified 
above. All communications received on 
or before the closing date for comments 
specified above will be considered by 
the Director before taking action on the 
proposed rule. The proposals contained 
in this notice may be changed in the 
light of comments received. Comments 


» are specifically invited on the overall 


regulatory, economic, environmental 
and energy aspects of the proposed rule. 
All comments submitted will be 
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available both before and after the 
closing date for comments in the Rules 
Docket for examination by interested 
persons. A report summarizing each 
FAA public contact concerned with the 
substance of this proposal will be filed 
in the Rules Docket. 


Availability by NPRMs 


Any person may obtain a copy of this 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) 
by submitting a request to the Federal 
Aviation Administration, Central 
Region, Office of the Regional Counsel, 
Attention: Airworthiness Rules Docket 
No. 85-CE-37—AD, Room 1558, 601 East 
12th Street, Kansas City, Missouri 64106. 


Discussion 


The Soloy Conversions Ltd. 
modification of Cessna Models U206G 
and TU206G airplanes, accomplished in 
accordance with Supplemental Type 
Certificate (STC) SA2353NM, installs the 
Soloy Turbine Pac engine in place of the 
original reciprocating engine. As a part 
of that conversion, in which pertinent 
parts of the airplane electrical system 
were revised to support the turbine 
engine installation, the “Engine Control” 
circuit breaker was configured-to protect 
the circuit required for starting the 
engine as well as the circuit for the auto- 
feather system. The effect of this 
configuration, should the circuit breaker 
trip due to an auto-feather system 
malfunction, is to lose in-flight engine 
restart capability. Similarly, engine 
restart capability would also be lost as a 
consequence of the pilot following the 
Airplane Flight Manual (AFM), in which 
pulling this circuit breaker is specified 
as the remedial action. 

In addition, a new voltage regulator 
was selected which subsequently was 
found to emit unacceptably high levels 
of radio frequency interference (RFT). 
This RFI was not observed during 
project development or initial service 
history because the ADF radio 
equipment, a type that is particularly 
susceptible to this type of RFI, did not 
happen to be installed in the airplane 
involved. The effect of the RFI on the 
Automatic Direction Finder (ADF) 
receivers is: audible interference in the 
lower portion of the receiver's tunable 
bandwidth, a reduced sensitivity to the 
reception of desired navigation signals 
and the display of erroneous navigation 
indications to the pilot. Navigation 
indications that were 10-15 degrees in 
error have been observed. This is a 
potentially hazardous condition that 
could lead a pilot many miles off course. 

Since the condition described is likely 
to exist or develop in other Soloy 
modified Cessna Models U206G and 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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TU206G airplanes of the same design, 
and AD is being proposed which would 
require modification of the “Engine 
Control" and auto-feather circuit 
breaker systems and replacement of the 
voltage regulator. 

The FAA has determined there are 
approximately 15 airplanes which are 
affected by various portions of the 
proposed AD. The cost of modifying the 
airplanes in accordance with the 
proposed AD is estimated to be 
maximum of $90 per airplane. The total 
cost is estimated to be $1,140 to the 
private sector. The cost is so small that 
compliance with the proposal will not 
have a significant financial impact on 
any small entities owning affected 
airplanes. 

Therefore, I certify that this action: (1) 
Is not a major rule under the provisions 
of Executive Order 12291, (2) is not a 
significant rule under DOT Regulatory 
Policies and Procedures (44 FR 11034; 
February 26, 1979) and (3) if 
promulgated, will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities under the 
criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility Act. 
A copy of the draft regulatory 
evaluation has been prepared for this 


action and has béen placed in the public ° 


docket. A copy of it may be obtained by 
contacting the Rules Docket at the 
location provided under the caption 
“ADDRESSES”. 

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 


Air transportation, Aviation Safety, 
Aircraft, Safety. 


The Proposed Amendment 
PART 39—[ AMENDED] 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the Federal Aviation Administration 
‘ proposes to amend § 39.13 of Part 39 of 
the FAR as follows: 


1. The authority citation for Part 39 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354{a), 1421 and 1423; 
49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised, Pub. L. 97-449, 
January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.89. 


2. By adding the following new AD: 


Cessna: Applies to any Model U206G or 
TU206G airplane modified with Soloy Kit 
Data Plate 763-008 and the following 
Models U206G and TU206G airplanes 
modified with Soloy Turbine Pac 
installation in accordance with 
Supplemental Type Certificate (STC) 
number SA2353NM: 


Compliance: Required as indicated in the 
body of the AD unless previously 
accomplished. 

To preclude inactivation of the in-flight 
engine restart capability and correct a 
condition that could cause erroneous 
navigation indications to the pilot accomplish 
the following: 

(a) For all of the above listed airplanes and 
any airplane modified with Soloy STC 
SA2353NM Kit data plate number 763-008, 
within the next 100 hours time-in-service 
(TIS) after the effective date of this AD 
remove and replace the voltage regulator in 
accordance with the instructions contained in 


.Soloy Service Bulletin (S/B) 04-763 dated 


March 29, 1985. 

(b) For serial numbers U20604266, 
U20604287, U20605232, U20605567, U20605936, 
U20606065, U20606227, and any airplane 
modified with Scloy STC AS2353NM Kit data 
plate number 763-008, within the next 200 
hours TIS after the effective date of this AD, 
modify the electrical system circuit breakers 
in accordance with the instructions contained 
in Soloy S/B No. 02-763 dated January 7, 
1985. 

(c) Airplanes may be flown in accordance 
with FAR 21.197 to a location where this AD 
may be accomplished. 

(d) An equivalent method of compliance 
with this AD may be used if approved by 
Manager, Seattle Aircraft Certification Office, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Northwest 
Mountain Region, 17900 Pacific Highway 
South, C-68966, Seattle, Washington 98168. 
All persons affected by this directive may 
obtain copies of the document referred to 
herein upon request to Soloy Conversions, 
LTD., 450 Pat Kennedy Way, S.W., Olympia, 
Washington 98502 or FAA, Office of the 
Regional Counsel, Room 1558, 601 East 12th 
Street, Kansas City, Missouri 64106. 

Issued in Kansas City, Missouri, on January 
2, 1986. 

Jerold M. Chavkin, 
Acting Director, Central Region. 
[FR Doc. 86-736 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 


BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 
16 CFR Part 435 


Regulatory Flexibility Act Review of 
the Mail Order Rule 


AGENCY: Federal Trade Commission. 
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ACTION: Request for written comments. 


summary: In accordance with the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (“RFA”) (5 
U.S.C. 601 et seq.) and a published Plan 
for Periodic Review of Commission 
Rules, (46 FR 35118 (1981)), the Federal 
Trade Commission is soliciting 
comments on whether the Mail Order 
Rule (“Rule”) (16 CFR Part 435) has had 
a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities and 
if it has, whether the rule should be 
amended to minimize any significant 
economic impact on small entities. 
Information bearing on the Rule's impact 
is contained in the Report on a National 
Survey of Mail Order Firms and the 
Impact of Mail Order Merchandise Rule 
(“Report”), available from Katherine 
Ehrenkranz, Federal Trade Commission, 
6th and Pennsylvania Avenue, NW., 
Washington, DC 20580, (202) 376-2863 . 


DATES: Comments and data must be 
received on or before March 17, 1986. 


Appress: Comments and data should be 
sent to Secretary, Federal Trade 
Commission, Washington, DC 20580. 
Submissions should be submitted in 
duplicate and marked “Mail Order RFA 
Comments”. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Katherine L. Ehrenkranz, Federal Trade 
Commission, 6th and Pennsylvania 
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20580, 
(202) 376-2863. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Regulatory Flexibility Act requires 
federal agencies to conduct a periodic 
review of rules which have or may have 
a significant economic impact upon a 
substantial number of small entities. 


In 1975, the Federal Trade 
Commission published the Mail Order 
Rule (16 CFR Part 435). The Rule 
establishes procedures which must be 
followed if a mail order seller does not 
have a reasonable basis for an 
anticipated shipping date or cannot ship 
the merchandise on time. If merchandise 
cannot be shipped by the date 
advertised, or within 30 days if a date is 
not specified, the mail order seller is 
required to notify the buyer of the delay 
and provide the buyer with an option 
either to agree to the delay or to cancel 
the order and receive a prompt refund. 
This notification with specified 
disclosures and the refund option are 
required for any additional delays which 
may occur. A prepaid means for the 
buyer to respond must be provided. 

The Rule was issued after federal, 
state and local consumer protection 
authorities received thousands of 
consumer complaints about mail order 
problems. The major complaints were: 
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failure to deliver merchandise, late 
delivery of merchandise, faliure to make 
prompt refunds, and failure to answer 
consumer inquiries about delayed or 
late orders. 

To gather information relevant to the 
analysis required by the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act, the Bureau of Consumer 
Protection contracted for a national 
telephone survey of small mail order 
firms having gross annual sales of less 
than $7.5 million. The purpose of the 
survey was to determine the economic 
impact on these firms from complying 
with the Mail Order Rule. To obtain 
comparative data covering the entire 
industry, fifty large mail order firms 
were included in the study. 

The survey, included interviews with 
executives from 200 small mail order 
companies and 50 large mail order 
companies. The following summarizes 
the conclusions from the survey: * 

1. The total costs incured by most 
small mail order firms for complying 
with the Mail Order Rule were not 
viewed as being high, with 75% having 
total costs under $500. 

2. The total compliance costs for large 
mail order businesses are higher than 
they are for small businesses, however, 
sales are also higher. 

3. Most mail order business small and 
or are not opposed to the Mail Order 
Rule. 

4. Most mail order firms, large and 
small, feel the basis of the Mail Order 
Rule is a sound business practice that 
enhances the growth and development 
of mail order business and they do not 
wish to have the Rule eliminated. 

The objective of this periodic review 
pursuant to the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act is to determine whether the Mail 
Order Rule has had a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities and, if so, 
whether any such impact can be 
reduced consistent with the objectives 
of the Act. 

As required by the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act, the Commission is 
soliciting written comments on the 
Report and comments relating to the 
economic impact of the Rule on small 
entities. The Commission also poses the 
following questions for public comment. 
The factual data, (e.g., economic and 
accounting information, statistical 
analysis, surveys, studies, etc.) upon 
which submitted comments are based 


Report p. 4-5. 


- Travel and Other 


should be included with those 
comments. To the maximum extent 
possible reference your comments to 
specific Report pages and questions, 
e.g., “Comment on Question (1)”. 

(1) Has the Rule had a significant 
economic impact (costs and/or benefits) 
on a substantial number of small 
entities? Please describe the details of 
and furnish data on any such significant 
costs and/or benefits. 

(2) What burdens, if any, does 


’ compliance with any specific Rule 


section place on small entities? 

(3) What changes, if any, should be 
made to the Rule which would minimize 
the economic impact on small entities 
while still accomplishing the main 
objective of the Rule? 

(4) To what extent does the Rule 
overlap, duplicate, or conflict with other 
federal, state and local governmental 
rules? 

(5) Have technology, economic 
conditions, or other factors changed in 
the area affected by the Rule since its 
promulgation in 1976 and, if so, what 
effect do these changes have on the Rule 
or those small entities covered by them? 


By Direction of the Commission. 
Benjamin I. Berman, 
Acting Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 86-782 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6750-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
internal Revenue Service 

26 CFR Part 1 

[LR-59-85] 


Information Reporting of Allowances, 
or Reimbursements, or Charges for 
of Public 
Employees and Certain Other Persons; 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 


Correction 


In FR Doc. 86-491 appearing on page 
985 in the issue of Thursday, January 9, 
1986, make the follewing correction: In 
the third column, in amendatory 
instructions 3 and 4, “paragraph (/}” 
should read “paragraph (7)”. 


BILLING CODE 1505-01-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement 


30 CFR Part 917 


Public Comment and Opportunity for 
Public Hearing on a Modification to the 


Kentucky Permanent Regulatory 


Program 


AGENCY: Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement (OSM), 
Interior. 


ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: OSM is announcing 
procedures for the public comment 
period and for a public hearing on the 
substantive adequacy of certain 
program amendments submitted by the 
Commonwealth of Kentucky as a 
modification to the Kentucky permanent 
regulatory program (hereinafter referred 
to as Kentucky program) under the 
Surface Mining Control and Reclamation 
Act of 1977 (SMCRA). 

The amendments pertain to coal 
processing plants. 

This notice sets forth the times and 
locations that the Kentucky program and 
the proposed amendments are available 
for public inspection, the comment 
period during which interest persons 
may submit written comments on the 
proposed program elements, and the 
procedures that will be followed 
regarding the public hearing. 

DATES: Written comments not received 
on or before February 13, 1986, will! not 
necessarily be considered. : 

If requested, a public hearing on the 
proposed modifications will be held on 
February 10, 1986, beginning at 10:00 
a.m. at the location shown below under 
“ADDRESSES.” 


ADDRESSES: Written comments should 
be mailed or hand delivered to: W. Hord 
Tipton, Director, Lexington Field Office, 
Office of Surface Mining, 340 Legion 
Drive, Suite 28, Lexington, Kentucky 
40504. 

If a public hearing is held its location 
will be at: The Harley Hotel, 2143 North 
Broadway, Lexington, Kentucky 40505. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
W. Hord Tipton, Director, Lexington 
Field Office, 340 Legion Drive, Suite 28, 
Lexington, Kentucky 40504; Telephone: 
(606) 233-7327. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

I. Public Comment Procedures 
Availability of Copies 

Copies of the Kentucky program, the 

proposed modifications to the program, 
a listing of any scheduled public 
meetings and all written comments 
received in response to this notice will 
be available for review at the OSM 
Offices and the Office of the State 
regulatory authority listed below, 
Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 
p.m., excluding holidays. 


Lexington Field Office, Office of Surface 
Mining, 340 Legion Drive, Suite 28, 
Lexington, Kentucky 40504. 

Office of Surface Mining, Reclamation 
and Enforcement, Room 5124, 1100 L 
Street, NW., Washington, DC 20240. 

Bureau of Surface Mining, Reclamation 
and Enforcement, Capitol Plaza 
Tower, Third Floor, Frankfort, 
Kentucky 40601. 


Pursuant to 30 CFR 732.17(h){2)(ii), 
each requestor may receive, free of 
charge, one single copy of the proposed 
amendment by contacting OSM's 
Lexington Field Office listed under 
“ADDRESSES.” 


Written Comments 


Written comments should be specific, 
pertain only to the issues proposed in 
this rulemaking, and include explanation 
in support of the commenter's 
recommendations. Comments received 
after the time indicated under “DATES” 
or at locations other than the Lexington, 
Kentucky Field Office will not 
necessarily be considered and included 
in the Administrative Record for the 
final rulemaking. 


Public Hearing 


Persons wishing to comment at the 
public hearing should contact the person 
listed under“FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 
CONTACT” by the close of business ten 
working days before the date of the 
hearing. If no one requests to comment 
at the public hearing, -the hearing will 
not be held. 

If one person requests to comment, a 
public meeting, rather than a public 
hearing, may be held and the results of 
of the meeting included in the 
Administrative Record. 

Submission of written statements at 
the time of the hearing is requested and 
will greatly assist the transcriber. 
Submissions of written statements in 
advance of the hearing will allow OSM 
officials to prepare appropriate 
questions. 

The public hearing will continue on 
the specified date until all persons 
scheduled to comment have been heard. 
Persons in the audience who have not 


been scheduled to comment and wish to 
do so will be heard following those 
scheduled. The hearing will end after all 
persons scheduled to comment and 
persons present in the audience who 
wish to comment, have been heard. 
Public Meeting 


Persons wishing to meet with OSM 


.Tepresentatives to discuss the proposed 


amendment may request a meeting at 
the OSM office listed in ADDRESSES by 
contacting the person listed under “FoR 
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT.” 

All such meetings dre open to the 
public and if possible, notices of 
meetings will be posted in advance in 
the Administrative Record. A written 
summary of each public meeting will be 
made a part of the Administrative 
Record. 


Il. Background on the Kentucky State 
Program 


On December 30, 1981, Kentucky 
resubmitted its proposed regulatory 
program to OSM. On April 13, 1982, 
following a review of the proposed 
program as outlined in 30 CFR Part 732, 
the Secretary approved the program 
subject to the correction of 12 minor 
deficiencies. The approval was effective 
upon publication of the notice of 
conditional approval in the May 18, 1982 
Federal Register (47 FR 21404-21435). 
Information pertinent to the general 
background on the Kentucky State 
program, including the Secretary's 
findings, the disposition of comments 
and a detailed explanation of the 
conditions of approval of the Kentucky 
program can be found in the May 18, 
1982 Federal Register notice. 


III. Submission of Program Amendments 


On December 3, 1985, Kentucky 
submitted emergency program 
amendments to modify requirements 
pertaining to coal processing plants 
(Administrative Record No. KY 680). 
The regulations, which became 
applicable on December 1, 1985, are 
being promulgated in response to court 
litigation and recent Federal 
rulemakings. Briefly the proposed 
modifications and sites are: 

1. Kentucky is amending its definition 
of “coal processing plant” to reflect 
recent Federal rulemakings which 
respond to a District Court decision. The 
court ruled that the Federal rules 
excluded from regulations facilities that 
are required to be regulated under 
SMCRA. Kentucky's amended definition 
includes facilities where coal is 
subjected to chemical or physical 
processing, or cleaning, crushing, sizing 
or other processing or preparation. 405 
KAR 7:020E(18). 

2. Kentucky is making substantial 
modifications to its permitting 
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requirements for coal processing plants 
not located within the permit area of a 
specific mine. Requirements for 
applicability are changed and new 
requirements are established for 
previously exempted facilities. New" 
application requirements are added, and 
an applicability date of December 1, 
1985, is established. 405 KAR 8:050E. 

3. Kentucky is deleting existing 
performance standards for offsite coal 
processing plants and replacing them 
with new standards. The revised rules 
establish applicability of the rules. 
Performance standards are established 
by referencing other Kentucky 
requirements that shall or shall not 
apply. Requirements for protection of 
nearby underground mining activities 
and replacement of water supply are 
provided. Special standards are 
established for previously exempted 
areas. 405 KAR 20.070. 

4. These amendments each contain a 
statement of emergency and an 
applicability provision establishing the 
date of applicability as December 1, 
1985. 

IV. Additional Determinations 

1. Compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act: The 
Secretary has determined that, pursuant 
to section 702(d) of SMCRA, 30 U.S.C. 
1292(d), no environmental impact 
statement need be prepared on this 
rulemaking. 

2. Executive Order No. 12291 and the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act: On August 
28, 1981, the Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB) granted OSM an 
exemption from sections 3, 4, 7 and 8 of 
Executive Order 12291 for actions 
directly related to approval or 
conditional approval of State regulatory 
programs. Therefore, for this action 
OSM is exempt from the requirement to 
prepare a Regulatory Impact Analysis 
and this action does not require 
regulatory review by OMB. 

The Department of the Interior has — 
determined that this rule would not have 
a significant economic effect on a 
substantial number of small entities 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 
U.S.C, 601 et seqg.).. This rule would not 
impose any new requirements; rather, it 
would ensure that existing requirements 
established by SMCRA and the Federal 
rules would be met by the State. 

3. Paperwork Reduction Act: This. rule 
does not contain information collection 

requirements which require approval by 
the Office of Management and Budget 
under 44 U.S.C. 3507. 
List of Subjects in 30 CFR Part 917 


Coal mining, Intergovernmentai 
relations, Surface mining, Underground 
mining. 
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Dated: January 7, 1986. 
James W. Workman, 
Deputy Director, Operations and Technical 
Services. *: 
[FR Doc. 86-748 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-05-M 


30 CFR Part 944 


Utah Permanent Program Under the 
Surface Mining Control and 


Reclamation Act of 1977; Reopening of 


Public Comment Period 


AGENCY: Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement (OSMRE) 
Interior. 

ACTION: Reopening of public comment 
period. 


SUMMARY: OSM is reopening the period 
for public comment on the adequacy of 
proposed amendments to the Utah 
Permanent Regulatory Program under 
the Surface Mining Control and 
Reclamation Act of 1977 (SMCRA). On 
January 21, 1985, Utah submitted 
proposed program amendments for 
OSM’s approval pertaining to the 
definitions of ‘‘adjacent area,” 
“disturbed area,” and “permit area,” 
and to the enforcement and penalty 
requirements of the Utah program for 
surface coal mining and reclamation 
activities (Administrative Record UT. 
351). The public was invited to comment 
on these provisions for 30 days (50 FR 
8148, February 28, 1985). In a letter to the 
State dated May 6, 1985, OSM informed 
Utah of deficiencies in its proposed 
program amendments (Administrative 
Record UT- 399). On November 19, 1985, 
Utah submitted revised final rules to 
address the deficiencies identified by 
OSM (Administrative Record No. UT- 
389). OSM is reopening the comment 
period for 15 days to provide the public 
an opportunity to comment on the 
additional material submitted by the 
State on November 19, 1985. 


DATES: Written comments from | 
members of the public must be received 
by 4:30 p.m. on February 13, 1986, to be 
considered in the Director's decision on 
whether the proposed amendments 
satisfy the criteria for approval. 


ADDRESSES: Written comments should 
be sent to Mr. Robert Hagen, Field 
Office Director, Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement, 
Albuquerque Field Office, 219 Central 
Avenue, N.W., Albuquerque, New 
Mexico 87102. 

Copies of the Utah program, the 
proposed modifications to the program 
and all written comments received in 
response to this notice will be available 


for public review at the OSM Field 
Office above and the OSM 
Headquarters office and the office of the 
State regulatory authority listed below, 
Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 
p.m. excluding holidays. Each requestor 
may receive, free of charge, one single 
copy of the amendments by contacting 
the OSM Albuquerque Field Office 
listed above. 


Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining, 
Department of Natural Resources, 355 
West North Temple, 3 Triad Center, 
Suite 350, Salt Lake City, Utah 84180- 
1230, Telephone: (801) 538-5340. 

Office of Surface Mining 1100 “L” Street, 
NW., Room 5124, Washington, DC 
20240, Telephone: (202) 343-5351. 


Written Comments 


Written comments should be specific, 
pertain only to the issues proposed in 
this rulemaking, and include explanation 
in support of the commenter’s 
recommendations. Comments received 
after the time indicated under “DATES” 
or at locations other than the 
Albuquerque, New Mexico Field Office 
will not necessarily be considered and 
included in the Administrative Record 


for the final rulemaking. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Arthur W. Abbs, Chief, Division of 
State Program Assistance, Office of 
Surface Mining Reclamation and 
Enforcement, 1951 Constitution Avenue, 
NW., Washington, DC 20240; Telephone: 
(202) 343-5351. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 21, 1981, the Secretary of the 
Interior conditionally aproved the Utah 
program under SMCRA for the 
regulation of the surface coal mining 
operations in the State (46 FR 5899- 
5915). 

Information pertinent to the general 
background, revisions, modifications, 
and amendments to the proposal 
permanent program submission, as well 
as the Secretary’s findings, the 
disposition of comments and a detailed 
explanation of the conditions of 
approval of the Utah program can be 
found in the January 21, 1981 Federal 
Register (46 FR 5899-5915). 

On January 21, 1985, the Utah Division 
of Oil, Gas and Mining (DOGM) 
submitted proposed program 
amendments for OSM's approval 
(Administrative Record No. UT-351). 
The amendments pertain to the 
definitions of ‘adjacent area,” 
“disturbed area,” “mine plan area,” and 
“permit area,” and to the enforcement 
and penalty requirements of the Utah 
program for surface coal mining and 
reclamation activities. 
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On February 28, 1985, OSM sought 
public comment on whether the 
proposed modifications to the Utah 
permanent program listed above satisfy 
the criteria for approval of State 
program amendments set forth at 30 
CFR 732.15 and 732.17 (50 FR 8148). In a 
letter to the State dated May 6, 1985, 
OSM informed the State of deficiencies 
identified in the proposed program 
amendments (Administrative Record 
No. UT-399). On November 19, 1985, 
Utah submitted revised final rules to 
respond to the concerns raised by OSM 
in its May 6, 1985 letter (Administrative 
Record No. UT-389). 

OSM is reopening the public comment 
period on the proposed amendments to 
provide the public an opportunity to 
review and comment on the 
amendments, as revised and 
resubmitted by the State on November 
19, 1985. 

To approve the proposed provisions, 
OSM must find the amendments are no 
less stringent than SMCRA and no less 
effective than the Federal regulations in 
meeting the purposes of SMCRA. With 
respect to Utah’s penalty provisions, 
OSM must find that the State program, 
as proposed to be amended, 
incorporates penalties no less stringent 
than those set forth under the Federal 
requirements and contains the same or 
similar procedural requirements. With 
respect to Utah's enforcement 
provisions, OSM must find that the State 
program, as proposed to be amended, 
incorporates sanctions no less stringent 
than those set forth in the Federal 
requirements and contains the same or 
similar procedural requirements. If the 
Director determines the proposed 
modifications meet the criteria, the 
amendments will be approved and 30 
CFR Part 944 modified accordingly. 


Additional Determinations 


1. Compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act: The 
Secretary has determined that, pursuant 
to section 702(d) of SMCRA, 30 U.S.C. 
1292(d), no environmental impact 
statement need be prepared on this 
rulemaking. 

2. Executive Order No. 12291 and the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act: On August 
28, 1981, the Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB) granted OSM an 
exemption from sections 3, 4, 7, and 8 of 
Executive Order 12291 for actions 
directly related to approval or 
conditional approval of State regulatory 
programs. Therefore, this action is 
exempt from preparation of a Regulatory 
Impact Analysis and regulatory review 
by OMB. 





The Department of the Interior has 
determined that this rule will not have a 
significant economic effect on a 
substantial number of small entities 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 
U.S.C 601 et. seq.). This rule will not 
impose any new requirements; rather, it 
will ensure that existing requirements 
established by SMCRA and the Federal 
rules will be met by the State. 

3. Paperwork Reduction Act: This rule 
does not contain information collection 
requirements which require approval by 
the Office of Management and Budget 
under 44 U.S.C. 3507. 


List of Subjects in 30 CFR Part 944 


Coal mining, Intergovernmental 
relations, Surface mining, Underground 
mining. 

Dated: January 7, 1986. 

Brent Wahlquist, 

Assistant Director, Program Operations. 
[FR Doc. 86-749 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-05-M 


AGENCY: Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement (OSM), 
Interior. 


ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SuMMARY: OSM is announcing 
procedures for a public comment period 
and hearing on the substantive 
adequacy of a program amendment 
submitted by the State of West Virginia 
as a modification to its permanent 
regulatory program (hereinafter referred 
to as the West Viriginia program) which 
was conditionally approved by the 
Secretary of the Interior under the 
Surface Mining Control and Reclamation 
Act of 1977 (SMCRA). The submission 
includes a letter from West Virginia 
dated November 11, 1985 discussing the 
State's anticipated withdrawals from the 
special reclamation fund for general 
administrative expenses not related to 
bond forfeiture and reclaniation. West 
Virginia also submitted detailed status 
reports on outstanding reclamation 
liabilities and bond and civil penalty 
collections, as well as quarterly 
financial statements for the special 
reclamation fund covering the period of 
October 1, 1982 through September 30, 
1985. The State submitted these 
materials (Administrative Record No. 
WV 694) to satisfy 30 CFR 948.16(b), 
which required West Virginia to submit 


an actuarial study or other 
comprehensive analysis demonstrating 
that sufficient money will be available 
in the special reclamation fund both to 
complete the approved reclamation 
plans for any areas that may be in 
default at any time and to cover all 
administrative costs allowed under 
paragraph (g) of section 22A-3—11 of the 
Code of West Virginia. : 
This notice sets forth the times and 
locations that the West Virginia 
program and proposed amendment will 
be available for public inspection, the 
comment period during which interested 
persons may submit written comments 
on the proposed amendment, and the 
procedures that will be followed 
regarding the public hearing. 
DATES: Written comments from the 
public not received by 4:00 p.m. on 
February 13, 1986 will not necessarily be 
considered in the decision process. A 
public hearing on the proposal will be 
held at 7:00 p.m. on February 3, 1986 at 
the OSM Charleston Field Office listed 
below under “ADDRESSES.” Any person 
interested in making an oral or written 
presentation at the hearing should 
contact Mr. James C. Blankenship, Jr., at 
the OSM Charleston Field Office by the 
close of business pn or before January 
29, 1986. If no one expresses an interest 
in participating in the hearing by this 
date, the hearing will not be held. If only 
one person has so contacted Mr. 
Blankenship, a public meeting, rather 
than a hearing, may be held; the results 
of the meeting will be included in the 
Administrative Record. 


ADDRESSES: Written comments should 
be mailed or hand delivered to: Office of 
Surface Mining Reclamation and 
Enforcement, Charleston Field Office, 
Attn: West Virginia Adminfnstrative 
Record, 603 Morris Street, Charleston, 
West Virginia 25301. 


Copies of the porposal modifications 
to the program, the West Virginia 
program and the administrative record 
on the West Virginia program are 
available for public review and copying 
at the OSM offices and the State 
regulatory authority office listed below, 
Monday through Friday, 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 
p.m., excluding holidays. Each requestor 
may receive, free of charge, one copy of 
the proposed program amendment by 
contacting the OSM Charleston Field 
Office. 


Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement, Charleston Field 
Office, 603 Morris Street, Charleston, 
West Virginia 25301, Telepone: (304) 
347-7158 

Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement, 1100 “L” Street, 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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NW., Room 5124, Washington, DC 

20240, Telephone; (202) 343-4855 
West Virginia Department of Energy, 

1615. Washington Street, East, 

Charleston, West Virginia 25305, 

Telephone: (303) 348-3267 

In addition, copies of the proposed 
amendment are available for insection 
and copying during regular business 
hours at the following location: 


Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement, Morgantown Area 
Office, 75 Hight Street, Room 229, 
Morgantown, West Virginia 26505, 
Telephone: (304) 291-4001 

Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement, Beckley Area 
Office, 119 Appalachian Drive, 
Beckley, West Virginia 25801, 
Telephone: (303) 255-5265 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. James C. Blankenship, Jr., Director, 
Charleston Field Office, Office of 
Surface Mining Reclamation and 
Enforcement, 603 Morris Street, 
Charleston, West Virginia 25301, 
Telephone: (304) 347-7158. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
March 3, 1980, West Virginia submitted 
its proposed permanent regulatory 
program to the Secretary of the Interior. 
On October 22, 1980, following a review 
of the proposed amendment in 
accordance with 30 CFR Part 732, the 
Secretary approved the proposed 
program in part and disapproved it in 
part (45 FR 69249-69271). 

West Virginia resubmitted its 
proposed program on December 19, 1980. 
On January 21, 1981, the Secretary 
conditionally approved the resubmitted 
program. Information concerning the 
general background of the permanent 
program submission, as well as the 
Secretary's findings, the disposition of 
comments and an explanation of the 
initial conditions of approval of the 
West Virginia program, can be found in 
the January 21, 1981 Federal Register (46 
FR 5915-5956). 

Since then, the West Virginia program 
has been amended several times, 
including a July 11, 1985 amendment 
approving the West Virginia Energy Act 
(WVEA), with certain exceptions (50 FR 
28316-28324). WVEA § 22A-3-11{g) 
provides that all special reclamation 
taxes collected as part of West 
Virginia’s alternative bonding program 
shall be deposited in the special 
reclamation fund for use in reclaiming 
bond forfeiture sites where the site- 
specific bond proves insufficient. 
However, it also authorizes the 
Commissioner to “expend such amounts 
as are reasonably necessary to 
implement and administer the 
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provisions of this chapter and chapters 
twenty-two-a and twenty-two-b of this 
code.” This provision would allow 
expenditures from the fund for general 
administrative purposes not related to 
reclamation on forfeiture sites, and for 
expenses associated with noncoal 
programs. 

The Secretary originally approved 
West Virginia's alternative bonding 
system, as contained in the revised 
program submission of December 19, 
1980, on the condition that the State 
obtain an actuarial study showing that 
the special reclamation fund would 
always contain sufficient monies to 
meet all anticipated needs. On October 
29, 1982, West Virginia submitted the 
required study (Administrative Record 
No. WV 456), and, after reviewing the 
study, the Secretary removed the 
condition on March 1, 1983. However, 
this study did not consider the impact on 


the fund of authorizing expenditures for - 


general administrative purposes or for 
noncoal programs. 

Therefore, in approving the WVEA, 
the Director required West Virginia to 
submit, no later than October 11, 1985, a 
new analysis demonstrating that the 
special reclamation fund could 
withstand all authorized administrative 
expense withdrawals without 
hampering the State's ability to reclaim 
all bond forfeiture sites in a timely 
manner and in accordance with their 
approved reclamation plans. On 
November 11, 1985, West Virginia 
submitted a letter containing this 
analysis and explaining the State's 
current position on administrative 
expense withdrawals. The letter was 
accompanied by quarterly financial 
reports for the special reclamation fund 
covering the period of October 1, 1982 
through September 30, 1985, and by 
tables summarizing the collection 
history and status of civil penalties and 
forfeited bonds, and the estimated 
reclamation liabilities for unreclaimed 
sites (Administrative Record No. WV 
694). 

In accordance with the provisions of 
30 CFR 731.17 OSM is now seeking 
comments on whether these materials 
satisfy the criteria for approval of State 
program amendments found at 30 CFR 
732.15 and 732.17. If approved, the letter 
and its provisions will become part of 
the West Virginia program. 


Additional Determinations 


1. Compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act: The 
Secretary has determined that pursuant 
to section 702(d) of SMCRA, 30 U.S.C. 
1292(d), no environmental impact 
statement need be prepared on this 
rulemaking. 


2. Executive Order No. 12291 and the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act: On August 
28, 1981, the Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB).granted OSM an 
exemption from sections 3, 4, 7 and 8 of 
Executive Order 12291 for actions 
directly related to approval or 
conditional approval of State regulatory 
programs. Therefore, this action is 
exempt from preparation of a regulatory 
impact analysis and regulatory review 
by OMB. 

The Department of the Interior has 
determined that this rule would not have 
a significant economic effect on a 
substantial number of small entities 
under the Regulatory Fexibility Act (5 
U.S.C. 601 et seq.). This rule would not 
impose any new requirements; rather, it 
would ensure that existing requirements 
established by SMCRA and the Federal 
rules will be met by the State. 

3. Paperwork Reduction Act: The rule 
does not contain information collection 
requirements which require approval by 
the Office of Management and Budget 
under 44 U.S.C. 3507. 


List of Subjects in 30 CFR Part 948 


Coal mining, Intergovernmental 
relations, Surface mining, Undergound 
mining. 

Dated: January 8, 1986. 

James W. Workman, 

Deputy Director, Operations and Technical 
Services, Office of Surface Mining. 

[FR Doc. 86-783 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-05-M 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Coast Guard 


33 CFR Part 162 
[CGD 85-060] 


Inland Waterways Navigation 
Regulations; Connecting Waters From 
Lake Huron to Lake Erie 


Correction 


In FR Doc. 86-64 beginning on page 
402 in the issue of Monday, January 6, 
1986, make the following corrections on 
page 405: 

In the first column, in § 162.132, in 
paragraph (e), insert “the” at the end of 
the fourth line. In addition, Table I is 
incorrect and should have read as 
follows: 


TABLE |—Continued 


BILLING CODE 1505-01-M 


Saint Lawrence Seaway Development 
Corporation 


33 CFR Part 402 
Tariff of Tolls; Proposed Revision 


Correction 


In FR Doc. 85-30000, beginning on 
page 51710 in the issue of Thursday, 
December 19, 1985, make the following 
corrections: 

On page 51710, third column, in the 
table, in the present column, the third 
entry, “0.50” should have read “0.31”; 
and in the first paragraph below the 
table, fourth line, “about” should read 
“above”. 


BILLING CODE 1505-01-M 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


40 CFR Parts 704, 796, 797, 798, and 
799 


[OPTS-42071A, 42073A, 42074A, 42075A, 
42076A; FRL-2949-8] 


Certain Proposed Test Rules; 
Extension of Comment Periods 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 

ACTION: Proposed Rules; extension of 
comment periods. 


summary: EPA is extending the 
comment periods for the proposed test 
rules on Octamethylcyclotetrasiloxane, 


' Anthraquinone, Cumene, 2- 


Mercaptobenzothiazole, and 
Pentabromoethylbenzene. Extension of 
the comment periods is necessary 
because certain revisions to TSCA test 
guidelines cited as test standards in 
these proposed rules were not available 
for.comment at the time of proposal. 
DATES: Written comments on the 
proposed rules should be submitted on 
or before February 28, 1986. Requests to 
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make oral comments at a public meeting 
should be submitted on or before 
February 13, 1986. 


appress: Address written comments in 
triplicate identified by the document 
control number of each individual 
chemical: y 
Docket No. and Chemical Name 
OPTS-42071—Octamethylcyclotetrasiloxane 
OPTS-42076—Anthraquinone 
OPTS—42074—Cumene 


OPTS—42073—2-Mercaptobenzothiazole 
OPTS—42075—Pentabromoethy!benzene 


to: TSCA Public Information Office (TS- 
793), Office of Pesticides and Toxic 
Substances, Environmental Protection 
Agency, Rm. E-108, 401 M St., SW.., 
Washington, DC 20460. 


The public records supporting these 
actions are available for inpsection in 
Rm. E-107 at the above address from 8 
a.m. to 4 p.m. Monday through Friday, 
except legal holidays. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Edward A. Klein, Director, TSCA 
Assistance Office (TS-799), Office of 
Toxic Substances, Environmental 
Protection Agency, Rm. E-543, 401 M St., 
SW., Washington, DC 20460, toll Free: 
(800-424-9065), in Washington, DC (554- 
1404), outside the USA: (Operator—202- 
554-1404). . 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Notices 
of proposed rulemaking published in 
response to the Fifteenth Interagency 
Testing Committee (ITC) Report were 
published as follows: 


Chemical Name and Publication Date 
Octamethylcyclotetrasiloxane—October 30, 

1985 (50 FR 45123}. 
Anthraquinone—November 6, 1985 (50 FR 

46090). 

Cumene—November 6, 1985 (50 FR 46104). 
2-Mercaptobenzothiazole—November 6, 1985 

(50 FR 46121). 
Pentabromoethylbenzene—November 13, 

1985 (50 FR 46785). 

Each of these proposed rules noted 
that the Agency intended to propose 
shortly in a separate Federal Register 
Notice certain revisions to the TSCA 
test guidelines cited as test standards 
for the test rules to provide more explicit 
guidance on the necessary minimum 
elements in each study. The Agency 
proposed that those revisions be 
adopted in the test standards for each of 
those test rules. The proposed revisions 
are published elsewhere in today's 
Federal Register. Because the Agency 
was delayed in issuing these proposed 
revisions, the Agency is extending the 
comment period for each of the test 
rules listed above to provide sufficient 
opportunity for comment on those 
revisions as they apply to each test rule. 
Written comments should be submitted 


on or before February 28, 1986. Requests 
to make oral comments at a public 
meeting should be submitted on or 
before February 13, 1986. 


List of Subjects in 40 CFR Parts 704, 796, 
797, 798, and 799 

Testing, Environmental protection, 
Hazardous substances, Chemicals, 
Recordkeeping and recording 
requirements. 

Authority: 15 U.S.C. 2603. 

Dated: December 26, 1985. 
Edwin F. Tinsworth, 
Acting Director, Office of Toxic Substances. 
[FR Doc. 86-626 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45.am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


- 40 CFR Parts 796, 797, and 798 


{OPTS-42079; FRL-2946-5] 
Revision of TSCA Test Guidelines 


“AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). ; 
ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: This document proposes 
certain revisions to Toxic Substance 
Control Act (TSCA) test guidelines to 
provide more explicit guidance on the 
necessary minimum elements for each 
study. 

DATE: Submit written comments on or 
before March 17, 1986. 

ADDRESS: Submit written comments, 
identified by the document control 
number (OPTS-42079), in triplicate to: 
TSCA Public Information Office (TS- 
793), Office of Pesticides and Toxic 
Substances, Environmental Protection 
Agency, Rm. E-108, 401 M St., SW., 
Washington, DC 20460. 

The public record regarding this 
action, (docket number OPTS-42079), is 
available for inspection in Rm. E-107 at 
the above address from 8 a.m. to 4 p.m., 
Monday through Friday, except legal 
holidays. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Edward A. Klein, Director, TSCA 
Assistance Office (TS—799), Office of 
Toxic Substances, Rm. E-543, 401 M St., 
SW., Washington, DC 20460, toll free: 
(800-424-9065), in Washington, DC: 
(554-1404), outside the USA: 
(Operator—202-554—1404). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
document proposes revisions to the 
TSCA test guidelines. 

Section 4{b)(1) of TSCA specifies that 
test rules shall include standards for the 
development of test data. In the Federal 
Register of September 27, 1985 (50 FR 
39252), EPA issued guidelines to be used 
in developing test standards in TSCA 
section 4 test rules. These guidelines 
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were previously prepared for 
publication by EPA as OTS test 
guidelines or were published as 
Organization for Economic Cooperation 
and Development (OECD) Guidelines for 
the Testing of Chemicals. 

The Agency has reviewed the TSCA 
test guidelines and has found that 
certain of the suggested or 
recommended elements of each of these 
guidelines will often be made minimum 
requirements for individual test rules. 
As a result the Agency is proposing that 
these elements of each guideline be 
explicitly delineated. The Agency 
believes that this will provide more 
explicit guidance on the minimum 
requirements for each study and will 
avoid repetitive chemical-by-chemical 
changes to the guidelines in their 
adoption as test standards for chemical- 
specific test rules under TSCA. 

Elements for which the Agency is 
proposing these revisions pertain to 
minimum requirements for: test 
procedures, analytical measurements, 
test conditions, animal selection 
(number of species to be tested, age of 
animals, sex, number of animals per 
dose level), use of controls, number of 
dose levels, facilities (test apparatus, 
dilution water, test substance delivery 
system, test parameters), observation 
period, administration of the substance, 
observation of animals, clinical exams, 
gross necropsy, histopathology, and 
reporting of data. 

The codified portion of this proposal 
indicates the specific sections and 
paragraphs where changes are proposed 
in the TSCA test guidelines in 40 CFR 
Parts 796, 797, and 798. An annotated 
copy of the TSCA test guidelines 
marking these changes is in the docket 
for this rulemaking. This document only 
proposes revisions to certain TSCA test 
guidelines; revisions to the remainder of 
the guidelines, if necessary, will be 
proposed at a later date. 

The guidelines for which revisions are 
proposed in this document are the 
following: 


§ 796.1550 Partition coefficient (n-octanol/ 
water). 

§ 796.1840 Water solubility. 

§ 796.1860 Water solubility (generator 
column method). 

§ 796.2750 Sediment and soil adsorption 
isotherm. 

§ 796.3100 Aerobic aquatic biodegradation. 

§ 796.3140 Anaerobic biodegradability of 
organic chemicals. 

§ 797.1050 Algal acute toxicity test. 

§ 797.1300 Daphnid acute toxicity test. 

§ 797.1330 Daphnid chronic toxicity test. 

§ 797.1400 Fish acute toxicity test. 

§ 797.1520 Fish bioconcentration test. 

§ 797.1600 Fish early life stage toxicity test. 

§ 797.1800 Oyster acute toxicity test. 
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Oyster bioconcentration test. 
Mysid shrimp acute toxicity test. 
Mysid shrimp chronic toxicity 


Mallard reproduction test. 
Dermal toxicity. 
Inhalation toxicity. 
Oral toxicity 
Oncogenicity. 
Inhalation developmental 
toxicity. 
§ 798.4420 Preliminary development toxicity 
screen. 
§ 798.4700 Reproduction and fertility effects. 
§ 798.4900 Developmental toxicity study. 
§ 798.5200 Mouse visible specific locus test. 
§ 798.5265 Salmonella typhimurium reverse 
mutation assay. 
§ 798.5275 Sex-linked recessive lethal test in 
Drosophila melanogaster. 
§ 798.5300 Detection of gene mutations in 
somatic cells in culture. 
§ 798.5375 Jn vivo mammalian cytogenetics. 
§ 798.5385 Jn vivo mammalian bone marrow 
cytogenetics tests: Chromosomal 
analysis. 
§ 798.5395 Jn vivo mammalian bone marrow 
cytogenetics test: Micronucleus assay. 
§ 798.5450 Rodent dominant lethal assay. 
§ 798.5460 Rodent heritable translocation 
assays. 
§ 798.6050 Functional observationa) battery. 
§ 798.6200 Motor activity. 
§ 798.6400 Neuropathology. 


It should be noted that specific 
guidelines will not become mandatory 
test standards until they are 
promulgated as such in individual 
section 4 rulemakings. When 
promulgated in such test rules, the 
pertinent TSCA test guidelines will 
become test standards for only that 
particular section 4 rule and not generic 
test standards. EPA may propose 
modifications to the various guidelines 
as they are utilized for chemical-specific 
test rules. In each chemical-specific rule, 
the proposed test standards and any 
modifications will be subject to public 
comment. 


List of Subjects in 40 CFR Parts 796, 797 
and 798 


Chemicals, Chemical fate, 
Environmental effects; Environmental 
protection; Health effects, Testing. 

Dated: December 19, 1985. 

John A. Moore, 


Assistant Administrator for Pesticides and 
Toxic Substances. 


Therefore, it is proposed that 40 CFR 
Chapter I be amended as follows: 


PART 796—[ AMENDED} 


I. In Part 796: 
1. The authority citation for Part 796 
continues to read as follows 


Authority: 15 U.S.C. 2603. 


§ 796.1550 [Amended] 


2. Section 796.1550 Partition 
coefficient (n-octanol/water), is 
amended as follows: 

a. Paragraph (b) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By deleting the phrase “it is 
recommended that” or “it is extremely 
important that” or “it is important that” 
and changing the word “be” to “shall 
be” wherever they appear in paragraphs 
(b)(1) (i), (iii), (iv), (vi), (vii) (viii), 
(ix)(A), (<)(D), and (xi) and (2){i){A). 

. ii-By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraph (b)(1)(vii) and (3){vii). 

iii. By changing the word “can” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraph (b)(1){viii) and (x}{D) and 
(2)(i) (A) and (C). 


iv. By changing the word “can” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 


paragraph (b)(3){iv), which is revised to 


read as follows: 

(iv) Centrifuge the samples at 25°C for 
20 minutes to break any emulsion and to 
separate the octanol and water phases. 
Evidence for breaking the emulsion and 
separation of the water and octanol 
phases shall be obtained using a 
turbidimeter. The acceleration (G) value 
required to break the emulsion and to 
achieve complete separation of the 
octanol and water phases can be 
determined by trial-and-error 
experimentation. 


v. By revising paragraph (b){3){ix) to 
read as follows: 

(ix) For materials that reversibly 
ionize or protanate, determine K, at pH 
5.0, 7.0, and 9.0 as described in 
paragraph (b)(1){x) of this section. 
Follow the steps in paragraph (b)(1)(i) 
through (vii) of this section using the 
buffered aqueous solutions described in 
paragraph (b)(2){i)(B) of this section. 
Using the acid dissociation constant and 
the concentration of the chemical in the 
aqueous phase [Cyater], the term a can 
be calculated. The concentration of 
undissociated chemical can be 
determined from a and Cwater- 


§ 796.1840 [Amended] 

3. Section 796.1840 Water solubility, is 
amended as follows: 

a. Paragraph (b) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By removing the phrase “it is 
recommended that” or “it is important 
that” and changing the word “‘be” to 
“shall be” wherever they appear in 
paragraphs (b)(1)(iii), (v), (vi)(A), and 
(vii) and (2)(ii). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (b)(1){ix) and (3){i)(B). 
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iii. By changing the ward “will” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraph {b)(3)(ii)(B). 

iv. By deleting the phrase “‘it is 


’ extremely important that” and adding 


the word “shall” in paragraph 
(b)(1)(vi)(B), which is revised to read as 
follows: 


(B) Centrifugation shall be carried out 
at two or three different G values 
(minimum of 12,000 G) for at least 30 
minutes at 25°C until concentration 
changes are small. For hydrophobic 
compounds (solubility < 10ppm), the 
acceleration G values shall differ by 
10,000 G and include a determination of 


39,000 or higher. 


v. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (b)(3)(i)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) Dissolve a sufficient amount of the 
solid compound in suitable volatile 
organic solvent and coat on the walls of 
a vessel. Viscous liquids may be coated 
on vessels in a similar fashion: 
nonviscous liquids do not require 
solvents. Remove the solvent under 
reduced pressure or with a pure nitrogen 
gas stream. When all the solvent is 
removed, add reagent-grade water or, 
for compounds which reversibility 
ionize or protonate, the appropriate 
buffer solution and slowly stir or agitate 
the mixture under temperature control. 
Mixing may be accomplished by use of a 
Teflon-coated stirring bar and shall be 
continued for a minimum of 24 hours 
before aliquots are withdrawn. Prior to 
taking aliquots, the mixture shall be left 
to stand at constant temperature for at 
least 1 hour to permit separation of any 
small particles. To determine the 
concentration of the compound in the 
aqueous phase, aliquots shall be 
centrifuged at two or three different G 
values (minimum of 12,000 G) for at least 
30 minutes at 25°C until concentration 
changes are small. The concentration 
value so obtained is plotted against the 
time of mixing. At a latter time, aliquots 
are again taken and analyzed in the 
same fashion to produce another data 
point on a concentration vs. time plot. 
When the concentration reaches a 
plateau, equilibrium is assumed. For 
hydrophobic compounds (solubility< 10 
ppm) it is extremely important that the 
acceleration (G) values differ by 10,000 
G and include a determination at 39,000 
G or higher. 


§ 796.1860 [Amended] 


4. Section 796.1860 Water solubility 
(generator column method), is amended 
as follows: 
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a. Paragraph (b) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “are” to “shall 
be” wherever it appears in paragraph 
(b)(1)(i)(A). 

ii. By changing the words “‘is 
recommended” to “shall be used” 
wherever they appear in paragraph 
(b)(1)(ii). 

iii. By deleting the phrase “‘It is 
important that” and changing the word 
“be” to “shall be” wherever they appear 
in paragraph (b)(1){iii). 

iv. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraph (b)(1)(iv) and (v). 

v. By deleting the phrase “It is 
important that” and changing the words 
“be dissolved” to “shall be dissolved” 
wherever they appear in paragraph 
(b)(2)(ii). 

§ 796.2750 [Amended] 

5. Section 796.2750 Sediment and soil 
adsorption isotherm, is amended as 
follows: 


a. Paragraph (b) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “that” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraph (b)(1)(i)(A). 

ii. By changing the words “that are” to 

‘ “shall be” wherever they appear in 
paragraph (b)(1)(i)(B). 

iii. By deleting the phrase “‘It is 
recommended that” and changing the 
word “be” to “shall be” wherever they 
appear in paragraph (b)(1)(ii), (iii), (vi), 
and (vii). 

iv. By changing the phrase “It is 
extremely important that these” to “The 
following” and changing the word “be” 
to “shall be” wherever they appear in 
paragraphs (b)(1)(iv), and (v). 

v. By revising paragraph (b)(1)(x), to 
read as follows: 

(x) Solvents for extraction. The purity 
of the solvent used to extract the 
chemical that is absorbed on the 
sediment or soil shall be analytical 
grade or better. The minimum solubility 
of the test chemical in the solvent shall 
be 10 g/1. 


§ 796.3100 [Amended] 

6. Section 796.3100 Aerobic aquatic 
biodegradation, is amended by changing 
the word “should” to “shall” wherever it 
appears in paragraphs (a)(4) and (6), 
(b)(1)(iii) and (2)(ii), (v), and (vi), and 
(c)(1)(iv)and (2)(i). 

§ 796.3140 [Amended] 

7. Section 796.3140 Aerobic 
biodegradation of organic chemicals, is 
amended as follows: 

a. Paragraph (a) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 


wherever it appears in paragraphs (a)(3) 
and (5). 

b. Paragraph (b) is amended as 
follows: 


i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (b)(1)(iii)(C), (2)(iii)(B) and 
(G), and (3)(i). , 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (b)(3)(iii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(iii) The use of a pressure tranducer is 
recommended. The ohmmeter should be 
calibrated by injecting known volumes 
of gas into bottles containing medium 
and a standard curve of gas volume vs. 
meter reading plotted. Excess pressure 
shall be vented after each measurement 
so that all bottles will have the same 
internal pressure following each 
measurement time. 


c. Paragraph (c)(2) is amended by 
adding an introductory phrase, as 
follows: 

(2) Test report. The following shall be 
reported. 


PART 797—[ AMENDED] 


Il. In Part 797: 
1. The authority citation for Part 797 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 15 U.S.C. 2603. 


§ 797.1050 [Amended] 


2. Section 797.1050 Alga! acute 
toxicity test, is amended as follows: 


a. Paragraph (c) is amended as 
follows: 


i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (c)(4)(iii) and (v) and 
(6)(i)(A). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraphs (c)(4)(ii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(ii) Algae shall be exposed to five or 
more concentrations of the test chemical 
in a geometric series in which the ratio 
is between 1.5 and 2.0 (e.g., 2, 4, 8, 16, 32, 
and 64 mg/1). Algae shall be placed in a 
minimum of three replicate test 
containers for each concentration of test 
chemical and control. More than three 
replicates may be required to provide 
sufficient quantities of test solution for 
determination of test substance 
concentration at the end of the test. 
Each test chamber shall contain equal 
volumes of test solution and 
approximately 1x10‘ Se/enastrum 
cells/ml or 7.710‘ Skeletonema test 
solution. The chemical concentrations 
should result in greater than 90 percent 
of algal growth being inhibited or 
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stimulated at the highest concentrations 
of test substance compared to controls. 


iii. By changing the work “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(4)(iv), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(iv) The test begins when algae from 7 
to 10-day-old stock cultures are placed 
in the test chambers containing test 
solutions having the appropriate 
concentrations of the test substance. 
Algal growth in controls should reach 
the logarithmic growth phase by 96 
hours (at which time the number of algal 
cells should be approximately 1.5 <10°/ 
ml for Skeletonema or 3.5 X108/ml for 
Selenastrum). If growth in controls does 
not reach this logarithmic phase within 
this 96-hour period, the test is 
invalidated and shall be repeated. At 
the end of 24, 48, 72, and 96 hours the 
algal growth response (number or 
weight of algal cells/ml) in all test 
containers and controls shall be 
determined by an indirect 
(spectrophotometry, electronic cell 
counters, dry weight, etc). or a direct 
(actual microscopic cell count) method. 
Indirect methods shall be calibrated by 
a direct microscopic count. The 
percentage inhibition or stimulation of 
growth for each concentration, ECio, 
ECso, ECgo and the concentration- 
response curves are determined from 
these counts. 

iv. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(6)(ii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 

(ii) Numerical. Algal growth response 
(as percent of inhibition or stimulation 
in the test solutions compared to the 
controls) is calculated at the end of the 
test. Mean and standard deviation 
should be calculated and plotted for 
each treatment and control. Appropriate 
statistical analyses shall provide a 
goodness-of-fit determination for the 
concentration response curves. The 
concentration response curves are 
plotted using the mean measured test 
solution concentrations obtained at the 
end of the test. 

b. Paragraph (d) is amended as 
follows: 


i. By changing the work “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (d)(1), (2) (iii) and (vi), and 
(3) (ii), (iv), and (v). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(2)(v)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 

(A) Formulation and sterilization of 


nutrient medium used for algal culture 
and preparation of test solutions shall 
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conform to those currently 
recommended by the U.S. EPA for 
freshwater and marine algal bioassays. 
No chelating agents are to be included 
in the nutrient medium used for test 
solution preparation. Nutrient medium 
should be freshly prepared for algal 
testing, and may be dispensed in 
appropriate volumes in test containers 
and sterilized by autoclaving or 
filtration. The pH of the nutrient medium 
shall be 7.5 for Selenastrum and 8.1 for 
Skeletonema at the start of the test and 
may be adjusted prior to test chemical 
addition with 0.1N NaOH or HC1. 

iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(3)(i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(i) The test temperature shall be 
maintained at 24°+1° C for Selenastrum 
and 20°+1° C for Skeletonema. 
Temperature should be recorded hourly 
during the test. 


iv. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(3)(iii), which is revised to 


read as follows: 


(iii) Stock algal cultures should be 
shaken twice daily by hand. Test 
containers shall be placed on a rotary 
shaking apparatus and oscillated at 
approximately 100 cycles/min for 
Selenastrum and at approximately 60 
cycles/min for Skeletonema during the 
test. The rate of oscillation should be 
determined at least once daily during 
testing. 

c. Paragraph (e) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraph (e). 

' ii. By revising paragraph (e)(4), to read 
as follows: 

(iv) The number of algal cells in each 
treatment and control and the method 
used to derive these values at the 
beginning, 24, 48, and 72 hours, and end 
of the test; the percentage of inhibition 
or stimulation of growth relative to 
controls; and other adverse effect in the 
control and in each treatment. 

iii. By revising paragraph (e)(5), to 
read as follows: 

(v) The 24-, 48-, 72-, and 96-hour ECio, 
ECs, and ECgo values and their 95 
percent confidence limits, the methods 
used to derive these values, the data 
used to define the shape of the 
concentration-response curve and the 
goodness-or-fit determination. 


$ 797.1300 [Amended] 
' 3. Section 797.1300 Daphnid acute 
toxicity test, is amended as follows: 


a. Paragraph (c) is amended as 
follows: ~ 


i, By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (c}{4) (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi). 
— (vii) and (6){ii). 

changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)({4){viii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 

(viii) The concentration of dissolved 
test chemical (that which passes through 
a 0.45 micron filter) in the chambers 
should be measured as often as is 
feasible during the test. In the static test 
the concentration of test chemical shall 
be measured, at a minimum, at the 
beginning of the test and at the end of 
the test in each test chamber. In the 
flow-through test the concentration of 
test chemical shall be measured at a 
minimum: (A) in each chamber-at the 
beginzing of the test and at 24 and 48 
hours after the start of the test; (B) i in at 
least one appropriate chamber 
whenever a malfunction is detected in 
any part of the test substance delivery 
system. Among replicate test chambers 
of a treatment concentration, the 
measured concentration of the test 
chemical shall not vary more than 20 
percent (+ or —). 

iii. By changing the word “should” to 

“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(6)(i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(i) Test chemical. Deionized water 
should be used in making stock 
solutions of the test chemical. Standard 
analytical methods should be used 
whenever available in performing the 
analyses. The analytical method used to 
measure the amount of test chemical in 
a sample shall be validated before 
beginning the test by apppropriate 
laboratory practices. Any analytical 
method is not acceptable if likely 
degradation products of the test 
chemical, such as hydrolysis and 
oxidation products, give positive or 
negative interferences which cannot be 
systematically identified and corrected 
matematically. 

b. Paragraph (d) is amended as 
follows: 


i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (d)(1) (i)(C) and (iv), (2)(i), 
(ii)(C), (iii) (B) and (C), and (iv), and (3). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(1)(i)(B), which is revised 
to read as follows: 

(B) Daphnids to be used in acute 
toxicity tests should be cultured at the 
test facility. Records should be kept 
regarding the source of the initial stock 
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and culturing techniques. All organisms 
used for a particular test shall have 
originated from the same source and be 
from the same population (culture 
container). 


iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(1)(ii)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A} Daphnids shall be maintained in 
100 percent dilution water at the test 
temperature for at least 48 hours prior to 
the start of the test. This is easily 
accomplished by culturing them in the 
dilution water at the test temperature. 
Daphnids should be fed prior to the test. 


iv. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(1){iii){A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) Daphnids should be cultured in 
dilution water under similar 
environmental conditions to those used 
in the test. Organisms should be 
handled as little as possible. When 
handling is necessary it should be done 
as gently, carefully, and quickly as 
possible. Duiring culturing and 
acclimation, daphnids should be 
observed carefully for ephippia and 
other signs of stress, physical damage 
and mortality. Dead and abnormal 
individuals shall be discarded. 
Organisms that touch dry surfaces or 
are dropped or injured in handling shall 
be discarded. 


v. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(2){ii)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) Materials and equipment that 
contact test solutions should be chosen 
to minimize sorption of test chemicals 
from the dilution water and shall not 
contain substances that can be leached 
into aqueous solution in quantities that 
can affect the test results. 


vi. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(2)(iii)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) Surface or ground water, 
reconstituted water or dechlorinated tap 
water are acceptable as dilution water if 
daphnids will survive in it for the 
duration of the culturing, acclimation, 
and testing periods without showing 
signs of stress. The quality of the 
dilution water should be constant and 
shall meet the following specifications: 
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vii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in ; 
paragraph (d)(2)(v), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(v) Test substance delivery system. In 
flow-through tests, proportional diluters, 
metering pump systems, or other 
suitable devices should be used to 
deliver test chemical to the test 
chambers. The system shall be 
calibrated before each test. Calibration 
includes determining the flow rate 
through each chamber and the 
concentration of the test chemical in 
each chamber. The general operation of 
the test substance delivery system 
should be checked twice during a test. 
The 24-hour flow through a test chamber 
shall be equal to at least 5 times the 
volume of the test chamber. During a 
test, the flow rates shall not vary more 
than 10 percent from any one test 
chamber to another or from one time to 
any other. 


viii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” or “must” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(3)(iii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(iii) The number of daphnids placed in 
a test chamber must not affect test 
results. Loading shall not exceed 40 
daphnids per liter test solution in the 
static system. In the flow-through test, 
loading limits will vary depending on 
the flow rate of dilution water. Loading 
must not cause the dissolved oxygen 
concentration to fall below the 
recommended levels. 


c. Paragraph (e) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears. 


§ 797.1330 [Amended] 

4. Section 797.1330 Daphnid chronic 
toxicity test, is amended as follows: 

a. Paragraph (c) is amended as 
follows: 


i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (c) (4) and (6)(ii). 


ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(6)(i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(i) Test chemical. Deionized water 
shall be used in making stock solutions 
of the test substance. Standard 
analytical methods should be used 
whenever available in performing the 
analyses. The analytical method used to 
measure the amount of test substance in 
a sample shall be validated before 
beginning the test by appropriate 
laboratory practices. An analytical 
method is not acceptable if likely 
degradation products of the test 
substance, such as hydrolysis and 
oxidation products, give positive or 
negative interferences which cannot be 
systemically identified and corrected 
mathematically. 


b. Paragraph (d) is amended as 
follows: 


i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (d)(1)(ii)(B), (iii)(A), (iv), and 
(vi)(A), (2)(i), (ii) (C) and (D), (iv) (B) and 
(C), and (v), and (3). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(1)(ii)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 

(A) Daphnids to be used in chronic 
toxicity tests should be cultured at the 
test facility. Records should be kept 
regarding the source of the initial stock 
and culturing techniques. All organisms 
used for a particular test shall have 
originated from the same rotation 
(culture container). 


iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(1)(v)(B), which is revised 
to read as follows: 

(B) Organisms should be handled as 


little as possible. When handling is 
necessary it should be done as gently, 


_ carefully, and quickly as possible. 


During culturing and acclimation, 
daphnids should be observed carefully 
for ephippie and other signs of stress, 
physical damage, and mortality. Dead 
and abnormal individuals shall be 
discarded. Organisms that touch dry 
surfaces or are dropped or injured 
during handling shall be discarded. 


iv. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(2)(ii)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) Materials and equipment that 
contact test solutions should be chosen 
to minimize sorption of test chemicals 
from the dilution of water and shall not 
contain substances that can be leached 
into aqueous solution in quantities that 
can affect test results. 


v. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 


paragraph (d)(2)(iii)(B), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(B) The test substance delivery system 
shall be calibrated before and after each 
test. Calibration includes determining 
the flow rate through each chamber and 
the concentration of the test substance 
in each chamber. The general operation 
of the test substance delivery system 
should be checked twice daily during a 
test. The 24-hour flow rate through a test 
chamber shall be equal to at least five 
times the volume of the test chamber. 
During a test, the flow rates shall not 
vary more than 10 percent from any one 
text chamber to another or from one 
time to any other. For the renewal test, 
test substance dilution water shall be 
completely replaced at least once every 
3 days. 


vi. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(2)(iv)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) Surface or ground water, . 
reconstituted water, or dechlorinated 
tap water are acceptable as dilution 
water if daphnids will survive in it for 
the duration of the culturing, 
acclimation, and testing periods without 
showing signs of stress. The quality of 
the dilution water should be constant 
and shall meet the following 


specifications: 


organochiorine pesticides plus 
rinated biphenyls (PCBs) or organic chiorine. | 25 ng/liter. 


c. Paragraph (e) is amended by 


7 changing the word “should” to “shall” 


wherever it appears. 


§ 797.1400 [Amended] 


5. Section 797.1400 Fish acute 
toxicity test, is amended as follows: 


a. Paragraph (c) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (c)(4)(i) and (iii), (5), and 
(6)(i)(C), (iii) (A), (G), and-(H). 


ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(4)(ii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 

(ii) For exposure to each 


concentration of a test substance, an 
equal number of test fish shall be placed 
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in two or more replicate test chambers. 
The distribution of individual fish 
among the test chambers should be 
randomized. 


iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(4)(iv), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(iv) Mortality data collected during 
the test are used to calculate a 96-hour 
LCso. The 24-, 48-, and 72-hour values 
should be calculated whenever there is 
sufficient mortality data to determine 
such values. If the 96-hour LCso is less 
than 50 percent of the estimated 48-hour 
LCso in a flow-through test, the test shall 
be continued until the mean increase in 
mortality at any test concentration does 
not exceed 10 percent over a 24-hour 
period or until 14 days. 


iv. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(4)(v), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(v) Test fish shall not be fed while 
they are being exposed to the test 
substance under static conditions or 
during the first 96 hours of flow-through 
testing. If the test continues past 96 
hours, the fish should be fed a suitible 
food at a maintenance level every other 
day beginning on test day 5, Any excess 
food and the fecal material should be 
removed when observed. 


v. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(6){i)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) The hardness, acidity, alkalinity, 
pH, conductivity, TOC or COD, and 
particulate matter of the dilution water 
shall be measured at the beginning of 
each static test and at the beginning.and 
end of each flow-through test. The 
month-to-month variation of the above 
values should be jess than 10 percent 
and the pH should vary less than 0.4 
unit. 


vi. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(6)(i)(B), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(B) During static tests, the dissolved 
oxygen concentration, temperature, and 
PH shall be measured in each test 
chamber at the beginning of the test and 
as often as needed thereafter to 
document changes from the initial 
levels. The test solution volume should 
not be reduced by more than 10 percent 
as a result of these measurements. 


vii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(6)(iii)(C), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(C) The analytical methods used to 
measure the amount of test substance in 
a sample shall be validated before 
beginning the test. The accuracy of a 
method should be verified by a method 
such as using known additions. This 
involves adding a known amount of the 
test substance to three water samples 
taken from a chamber containing 
dilution water and the same number and 
species of fish as are used in the test. 
The nominal concentration of the test 
substance in those samples should span 
the concentration range to be used in the 
test. Validation of the analytical method 
should be performed on at least 2 
separate days prior to starting the test. 


b. Paragraph (d) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (d)(1)(ii)(A), (C), and (3) (ii), 
(iii), and (iv). 

ii. By revising paragraph (d)(2)(iii) to 
read as follows: 


(iii) Test substance delivery system. 
In flow-through tests, diluterg, metering 
pump systems, or other suitable devices 
should be used to deliver the test 
substance to the test chambers. The 
system used should be calibrated before 
each test. Calibration includes 
determining the flow rate through each 
chamber and the concentration of the 
test substance delivered to each 
chamber. The general operation of the 
test substance delivery system should 
be checked twice daily duirng a test. 
The 24-hour flow rate through a test 
chamber should be a minimum of 6 tank 
volumes. During a test, the flow rates 
should not vary more than 10 percent 
from one test chamber to another or ” 
from one time to any other. 


iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(2)(vi)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) Clean surface or ground water, 
reconstituted water, or déchlorinated 
tap water is acceptable as dilution 
water if the test-fish will survive in it for 
the duration of the holding, acclimating, 
and testing periods, without showing 
signs of stress, such as discoloration, 
hemorrhaging, disorientation, or other 
unusual behavior. The quality of the 
dilution water should be constant and 
shall meet the following specifications, 
measured at least twice a year: 


20 mg/liter. 
2 mg/liter. 


Total organic carbon or chemical oxygen 
demand. 5 mg/liter 
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Maximum 
concentra 
tion 


Substance 


“otf 
1yg/liter. 
tyug/liter. 
| 50 ng/liter 


iv. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(3)(i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 

- (i) Loading. The number of fish placed 
in a test chamber should not be so great 
as to affect the results of the test. The 
loading shall not be so great that the test 
substance concentrations are decreased 
by more than 20 percent due to uptake 
by the fish. In static tests, loading shall 
not exceed 0.5 gram of fish per liter of 
solution in the test chamber at any one 


_ time. In flow-through tests, loading shall 


not exceed 0.5 gram of fish per liter of 
test solution passing through the 
chamber in 24 hours. These loading 
rates should be sufficient to maintain 
the dissolved oxygen concentration 
above the recommended levels and the 
ammonia concentration below 20 ug/1. 

c. Paragraph (e) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears. 


§ 797.1520 [Amended] 


6. Section 797.1520 Fish 
bioconcentration test, is amended as 
follows: 

a. Paragraph (c) is amended as 
follows: 


i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in . 
paragraphs (c)(4)(i), (ii)(B), (ii)(C), (v). 
(vi), (vii), and (viii)(C) and (5) (i), (ii) (C). 
and (D). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(4)(ii)(A), which is revised 


_ to read as follows: 


(A) At least one concentration shall 
be tested-to assess the propensity of the 
compound to bioconcentrate. The 
concentration selected should not stress 
or adversely affect the fish and should 
be less than one-tenth the 96-hr or 
incipient LCso determined from a flow- 
through test with fatherad minnows. The 
test concentration shall be less than the 
solubility limit of the compound in water 
and close to the potential or expected 
environmental concentration. The 
limiting factor of how low one can test is 
based on the detection limit of the 
analytical methods. The concentration 
of the test material in the test solution 
should be at least 3 times greater than 
the detection limit in water. 
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iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(4){iii){A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) An estimate of the length of the 
uptake and depuration phases should be 
made prior to testing. This will allow the 
most effective sampling schedule to be 
determined. The uptake phase shall 
continue until steady-state has been 
reached, but need not be longer than 28 
days. The test shall continue for at least 
4 days. 


iv. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph {c}(4)(iv)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) The test shall not be started until 
the test substance delivery system has 
been observed to be functioning 
properly for at least 48 hours. This time 
should be sufficient to allow the test 
substance concentration to become 
equilibrated with the test exposure 
system. Analyses of two sets of test 
solution samples taken prior to test 
initiation should document this 
equilibrium [{i.e., the concentrations do 
not vary more than 20 percent from each 
other). At initiation (time 0), test 
solution samples shall be collected 
immediately prior to the addition of fish 
to the test chambers. 


v. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(5)(ii)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) All samples shall be analyzed 
using EPA methods and guidelines 
whenever feasible. The specific 
methodelogy used shall be validated 
before the test is initiated. The accuracy 
of the method should be measured by 
the method of known additions. This 
involves adding a known amount of the 
test substance to three water samples 
taken from an aquarium containing 
dilution water and a number of fish 
equal to that to be used in the test. The 
nominal concentration of these samples 
should be the same as the concentration 
to be used in the test. Samples taken on 
2 separate days sheuld be analyzed. The 
accuracy and precision of the analytical 
method should be checked using 
reference or split samples or suitable 
corroborative methods of analysis. The 
accuracy of standard solutions should 
‘be checked against other standard 
solutions whenever possible. 


b. Paragraph {d) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (d)(1}{i} (A). (C), and (D), 


(ii)(B), and (iv), (2){i) (A), (B), and (C), 
and (3) (i), (ii), and {iv). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(1)f{i)(B), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(B) Immature fish should be used. 
They shall be young enough so as not to 
mature during the test. Fish used in the 
same test should be as similar in size as 
possible to reduce variability. The 
standard deviation of the weight shall 
be less than 20 percent of the mean (N- 
30). 


iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(1)(ii)(C), which is revised 


‘to read as follows: 


- 


(C) Fish shall be handled as little as 
possible. When handling is necessary, it 
should be done as gently, carefully, and 
quickly as possible using dip nets made 
of small mesh nylon, silk, bolting cloth, 
plankton netting, or.other similar 
knotless materials. Handling equipment 
should be sterilized between uses by 
autoclaving, treating with an iodophor 
or with 200 mg hypochlorite /liter. 


iv. By changing the word “should” to. 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(1)(iii), which is coved to 
read as follows: 


(iii) Acclimation. If the holding water 
is not from the same source as the test 
dilution water, acclimation to the 
dilution water shall be done gradually 
over, a 48-hour period. The fish should 
then be held an additional 14 days in the 
dilution water prior to testing. Any 
changes in water temperature should 
not exceed 3 °C per.day. Fish shall be 
held for a minimum of 7 days at the test 
temperature prior to testing. 


v. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph ({d)(2){i})(E), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(E) The quality of the dilution water 
should be constant and shall meet the 
following specifications measured at 
least twice a year. 


Particulate matter ............... 

Total organic carbon or ‘chemical 
oxygen demand. 

Un-ionized ammonia... aval 

Residual chiorine J 

Total organophosphorus | "pesti- 


cides. 

Total organochlorine pesticides 
plus polychiorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs) or organic chiorine. 


Copper, cadmium of ZINC .................| 10 egtiter 


vi. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
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paragraph (d)(3)iv), which is revised to 


. read as follows: 


(v) Carrier use. Whenever possible, 
the test substance should be added 
directly to the dilution water or from a 
water stock solution. With compounds 
having a low water solubility, it may be 
necessary to prepare test solutions using 
a carrier. The carriers to be used, in 
order of preference, are: triethylene 
glycol (TEG), dimethyl formamide 
(DMF}, and acetone. The amount used 
shall be kept to a minimum and shall not 
exceed 80 mg/1 in the test solution for 
TEG and 5.0 mg/1 for DMF and acetone. 

c. Paragraph (e) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
whenever it appears. 


§ 797.1600 [Amended] 


7. Section 797.1600 Fish early life 
stage toxicity test, is amended as 
follows: 

a. Paragraph {c} is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (c)(1)(iii), (4)(i) (A) and (C), 
(iii), (iv), (vii), (ix), and (x) {A), (B). (C), 
(D), (E), and (G), (5)(i), ii) introductory 
text, {ii)(B), and {iii){D), and 6 (i), {ii), 
(iii), (iv)(B). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(4)(i}(D), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(D) When embryos are received from - 
an outside culture source (i.e., rainbow 
and brook trout) at a temperature at 
variance with the recommended test 
temperature they shall be acclimated to 
the test temperature. When eggs are 
received, they should be immediately 
unpacked and the temperature of the 
surrounding water determined. Sudden 
temperature changes should be avoided. 
Acclimation to the appropriate test 
temperature should be accomplished 
within a period of 6 hours, and should 
incorporate the use of dilution water. 

iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(4)(i)(E) which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(E) Embryos should be visually 
inspected prior to placement in the 
embryo cups or screen trays. All dead 
embryos shall be discarded. Dead 
embryos can be discerned by a change 
in coloration from that of living embry 7s 
(e.g., trout embryos turn white when 
dead). During visual inspection, empty 
shells, opaque embryos, and embryos 
with fungus or partial shells attached 
shall be removed and discarded. If less 
than 50 percent of the eggs to be used 
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appear to be healthy, all embryos in 
such a lot shall be discarded. 


iv. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(4)(ii)(B), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(B) Each day until hatch the embryos 
are visually examined. Minnow embryos 
may be examined with the aid of a 
magnifying viewer. Trout embryos 
should not be touched. Trout embryos 
should be maintained in tow intensity 
light or in darkness until 1-week post 
hatch, and are usually examined with 
the aid of a flashlight or under low 
intensity light. Dead embryos shall be 
removed and discarded. Live embryos 
which are heavily infected with fungus 
shall be discarded and shall be 
subtracted from the initial number of 
embryos used as a basis for the 
calculations of percentage hatch. 


v. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(4)(v)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) The fathead and sheepshead 
minnow fry should be fed newly- 
hafched brine shrimp nauplii for the 
duration of the test at approximately 4- 
hour intervals three times a day during a 
week and twice on the weekend after 
the first week. Trout fry should be fed at 
similar intervals, and may receive live 
brine shrimp nauplii in addition to the 
trout starter food after the first week. 
Between days 1 and 8 after first 
hatching, silverside fry are fed the 
rotifer, Brachionus plicatilis, three times 
daily at a concentration of 5,000 to 
10,000 organisms per egg cup (based on 
15 fish/cup). From days 9 to 11, the fry 
should be fed approximately 2,500 
newly-hatched brine shrimp (Artemia) 
nauplii and 5,000 to 10,000 rotifers twice 
daily. For the remainder of the test, the 
fish will be fed brine shrimp exclusively. 
The number of organisms used should 
be gradually increased to approximately 
5,000 nauplii by test day 28. 


vi. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(4)(viii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(viii) Randomization. The location of 
all test chambers and species within the 
test system shall be radomized. A . 
representative sample of the test 
embyos should be impartially 
distributed by adding to each cup or 
screen tray no more than 20 percent of 
the number of embryos to be placed in 
each cup or screen tray and repeating 
the process until each cup or screen tray 
contains the specified number of 
embryos. Alternatively, the embryos can 


be assigned by random assignment of a 
small group (e.g., 1 to 5) of embryos to 
each embryo cup or screen tray, 
followed by random assignment of a 
second group of equal number to each 
cup or tray, which is continued until the 
appropriate number of embryos are 
contained in each embryo cup or screen 
tray. The method of randomization used 
shall be reported. 

vii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(4)(x)(F), which is revised 
to read as follows: 

(F) At termination, all surviving fish 
shall be measured for growth. Standard 
length measurements should be made 
directly with a caliper, but may be 
measured photographically. 
Measurements shall be made to the 
nearest millimeter (0.1mm is desirable). 
Weight measurements shall also be 
made for'each fish alive at termination 
(wet, blotted dry, and to the nearest 0.01g 
for the minnows and 0.1g for the trout). 
If the fish exposed to the toxicant 
appear to be edematous compared to 
control fish, determination of dry, rather 
than wet, weight is recommended. 


viii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(6)(iv)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) Prior to the addition of the test 
substance to the dilution water, it is 
recommended that the test substance 
stock solution be analyzed to verify the 
concentration. After addition of the test 
substance, the concentration of test 
substance shall be measured at the 
beginning of the test in each test 
concentration (including both replicates) 
and control(s), and in one replicate at 
each test concentration at least once a 
week thereafter. Replicates should be 
alternated each week. If a malfunction 


in the delivery system is discovered, 


water samples shall be taken from the 
affected test chambers immediately and 
analyzed. 


ix. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(6)(v)(B), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(B) For measurement of dissolved or 
suspended test substance or both, water 
samples shall be taken midway between 
the top, bottom, and sides of the test 
chamber and should not include any 
surface scum or material stirred up from 
the bottom or sides. For measurement of 
total test substance, a large volume of 
the solution in the test chamber should 
be collected and used as the sample. 
Samples of test solutions shall be 
handled and stored appropriately to 
minimize loss of test substance by 
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microbial degradation, 
photodegradation, chemical reaction, 
volatilization, or sorption. 


x. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(6)(v)(C), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(C) Chemical and physical analyses 
shall be performed using standardized 
methods whenever possible. The 
analytical method used to measure the 
concentration of the test substance in 
the test solution shall be validated 
before the beginning of the test. at a 
minimum, a measure of the accuracy of 
the method should be obtained on each 
of two separate days by using the 
method of known additions, and using 
dilution water from a tank containing 
test organisms. Three samples should be 
analyzed at the next-to lowest test 
substance concentration. It is also 
desirable to. study the accuracy and 
precision of the analytical method for 
test guideline determination by use of 
reference (split) samples, or 
interlaboratory studies, and by 
comparison with alternative, refe?ence, 
or corroborative methods of analysis. 

b. Paragraph (b) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (d)(1)(ii) introductory text, 
and (ii)(B), (2)(ii)(C), (iii)(A), {iv)(C), 
(vii)(B)(2), (3), and (C)(2), and (3) (i), (ii), 
(iv) (A), (B), and (C). 


ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in paragaph 
(d)(1)(ii)(A), which is revised to read as 
follows: 


(A) All embryos used in the test shall 
be from the same source. Embryos shall 
be obtained from a stock cultured in 
house when possible, and maintained 
under the same parameters as specified 
for the test conditions. When it is 
necessary to obtain embryos from an 
external source, caution should be 
exercised to ensure embryo viability 
and to minimize the possibility of fungal 
growth. A description of the brood stock 
history or embryo source shall be made 
available to EPA upon request. 


iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(1)(ii)(C), which is revised 
to read as follows: , 


(C) Embryos and fish should be 
handled as little as possible. Embryos 
shall be counted and periodically 
inspected until hatching begins. When 
larvae begin to hatch, they should not be 
handled. Transfer of minnow larvae 
from embryo cups to test chambers 
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should not involve the use of nets. No 
handling is necessary following 
introduction into the test chambers until 
termination of the test. 

iv. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)f(1)(ii)(E), which is revised 
to read as follows: 

(E) Disease treatment. Chemical 
treatments to cure or prevent diseases 
should.not be used before, and shall not 
be used during a test. All prior 
treatments of brood stock should be 
reported in detail. Severely diseased 
organisms should be destroyed. 

v. By changing the werd “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentencesin . 
paragraph (d)}(2)(i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 

{i) Construction materials. 
Construction materials and equipment 
that contact stock solutions, test 
solutions, or dilution water into which 
test embryos or fish are placed shall not 
contain any substances that can be 
leached or dissolved into aqueous 
solutions in quantities that can affect 
test results. Materials and equipment 
that contact stock or test solutions 
should be chosen to minimize sorption 
of test chemicals from dilution water. 
Glass, #316 stainless steel, nylon screen, 
and perfluorocarbon plastic (e.g., 
Teflon®) are acceptable materials. 
Concrete or rigid (unplasticized) plastic 
may be used for holding and acclimation 
tanks, and for water supply systems, but 
they should be thoroughly conditioned 
before use. If cast iron pipe is used in 
freshwater supply systems, colloidal 
iron may leach into the dilution water 
and strainers shall be used to remove 
rust particles. Natural rubber, copper, 
brass, galvanized metal, epoxy glues, 
and flexible tubing should not come in 
contact with dilution water, stock 
solutions, or test solutions. 


vi. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(2}{iv}){A)}, which is revised 
to-read as follows: 

(A) The choice of a specific delivery 
system depends upon the specific 
properties and requirements of the test 
substance. The apparatus used should 
accurately and precisely deliver the 
appropriate amount of stock solution 
and dilution water to the test chambers. 
The system selected shall be calibrated 
before each test. Calibration includes 
determining the flow rate through each 
chamber, and the proportion of stock 
solution to dilution water delivered to 
each chamber. The general operation of 
the test substance delivery system shall 
be checked at least twice daily for 
normal operation throughout the test. A 
minimum of five test substance 


concentrations and one control shall be 
used for each test. 

vii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(2){vii){A)(2). which is 
revised to read as follows: 


(1) A constant supply of acceptable 
dilution water should be available for 
use throughout the test. Dilution water 
shall be of a minimum quality such that 
the test species selected will survive in 
it for the duration of testing without 
showing signs of stress (e.g., loss of 
pigmentation, disorientation, poor 
response to external stimuli, excessive 
mucous secretion, lethargy, lack of 
feeding, or other unsual behavior). A 
better criterion for an acceptable 
dilution water for tests on early life 
stages should be such that the species 
selected for testing will survive, grow, 
and reproduce satisfactorily in it. 

viii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)}(2}{vii}{A)(2), which is 
revised to read as follows: 


(2) The concentration of dissolved 
oxygen in the dilution water (fresh or 
salt) shall be between 90 percent and 
100 percent saturation. When necessary, 
dilution water should be aerated by 
means of airstones, surface aerators, or 
screen tubes before the introduction of 
the test substance. 

ix. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(2)(vii)(A}(3), which is 
revised to read as follows: 


(3) Water that is contaminated with 
undesirable microoganisms (e.g., fish 
pathogens) shall not be used. If such 
contamination is suspected, the water 
should be passed through a properly - 
maintained ultraviolet sterilizer 
equipped with an intensity meter before 
use. Efficacy of the sterilizer can be 
determined by using standard plate 
count methods. 


x. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(3}(iii){B}, which is revised 
to read as follows: 

(B) The actual test temperature during 
the duration of the test shall remain 
within 1.5 °C of the selected test 
temperature. It is recommended that the 
test system be equipped with an 
automatic alarm system to alert staff of 
instantaneous temperature changes in 
excess of 2 °C. If the water is heated 
{i.e., for minnow species), precautions 
should be taken to ensure that 
supersaturation of dissolved gases is 
avoided. Temperatures shall be 
recorded in all test chambers at the 
beginning of the tests and weekly 
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thereafter. The temperature shall be 
recorded at least hourly in one test 
chamber throughout the test. 


xi. Paragraph (d)(3}{iv)}{F) is 
redesignated as (d)(3){iv)(E) and is 
revised to read as follows: 


(E) Light intensities ranging from 30 to 
100 lumens at the water surface shall be 
provided; the intensity selected should 
be duplicated as closely as possible for 
all test chambers. 


c. Paragraph (d)(3)(iv)(E) is 
redesignated as paragraph (e) and is 
amended by changing the word 
“should” to “shail” wherever it appears. 


§ 797.1800 [Amended] 


8. Section 797.1800 Oyster acute 
toxicity test, is amended as follows: 

a. Paragraph (c) is amended.as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” te 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs {c){4) (iv), {v), (viii), and (ix) 

ii. By changing the word “‘should” to 
“shall” or “are” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c}{4)(i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(i) Oysters which meet condition 
ceriteria (age, size, reproductive status, 
health) and which have been acclimated 
to test conditions shall have 
approximately 3 to 5 mm of the shell 
periphery, at the rounded (ventral) end, 
ground away with a small electric disc 
grinder or other appropriate device, 
taking care to uniformly remove the 
shell rim to produce a smooth, rounded, 
blunt profile. The oyster’s valves should 
be held together tightly during grinding 
to avoid vibrating the shell and injuring 
the adductor muscle. Oysters of which 
so much of the shell rim has been 
removed that an opening into the shell 
cavity is visible shall not be used. 


iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
pa*agraph {c)}(4){vii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(vii) Shell growth is the primary 
criterion used in this test guideline to 
evaluate the toxicity of the test 
chemical. Shell growth increments in all 
oysters shall be measured after 96 hours 
exposure. Record the length of the 
longest “finger” of new shell growth to 
the nearest 0.5 mm. Oysters should be 
handled very gently at this stage to 
prevent damage to the new shell growth. 


iv. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c}(5)(i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(i) At the end of the test, a one-way’ 
analysis of variance followed with an 
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appropriate ad hoc test (the Studentized 
Neuman-Keul's or Duncan's multiple 
range tests; or Dunnetts' or Williams’ 
pcirwise comparison tests) shall be 
conducted on the oyster shell deposition 
test data. The probit transformation 
should then be applied to the response 
variable and then regressed, using least 
squares regression, on dose or log-dose. 
An F Test for linearity should be 
conducted to detemine whether the 
chosen regression technique adequately 
describes the experimental data. 

b. Paragraph (d) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (d}(1}{i) and {iiif{D), (2}{ii), 
and (3) (i), (iii), and (v). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d}{1)(iiif/A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) Oysters should be attended to 
immediately upon arrival. Oyster shells 
should be brushed clean of fouling 
organisms and the transfer of the 
oysters te the holding water should be 
gradual to reduce stress caused by 
differences in, water quality 
characteristics and temperature. Oysters 
shall be held for at least 12 to 15 days 
before testing. All oysters shall be 
maintained in water of the quality to be 
used in the test for at least 7 days before 
they are used. 


iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d){1}{iii)(B), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(B) During holding, the oysters should 
not be crowded, and the dissolved 
oyxgen concentration shall be above 60- 
percent saturation. The temperature of 
the holding water shall be the same as 
that used for testing. Holding tanks 
should be kept clean and free of debris. 
Cultured algae many be added to 
dilution water sparingly -as necessary to 
support life and growth and such that 
test results are not affected as 
confirmed by previous testing. 


iv. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d}{2)(i)(B), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


{B) Constant conditions in the test 
facilities should be maintained as much 
as possible throughout the test. The 
preparation and storage of the test 
material, the holding of the oysters, and 
all operations and tests shall be carried 
out in an environment free from harmful 
concentrations of dust, vapors, and 
gases and in such a way as to avoid 
cross-contamination. Any distrubances 


that may change the behavior of the 
oysters should be avoided. 

v. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph {(d}{(3){ii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 

(ii) Dissolved oxygen. The dissolved 
oxygen concentrations shail be at least 
60 percent of the saturation value and 
should be recorded daily. 


vi. By revising paragraph {d){3)fiv) to 
read as follows: 

(iv) Temperature. The test 
temperature shall be 20° C + 1° C. 
Temporary fluctuations {less than 8 
hours) within + 5° C are permissible. 
Temperature should be recorded 
continuously. 


c. Paragraph (e) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “‘shall” 
wherever it appears. 


§ 797.1830 [Amended] 

9. Section 797.1830 Oyster 
bioconcentration test, is amended as 
follows: 

a. Paragraph (c) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (c){4) (i), (iv), (v) 
introductory text, (v) (B}, (C), (D), (E). 
and (F), (vi) introductory text, (vi) {A}, 
(C), (E), and (F). (vii) (A), (B) (7) and (3), 
and {C}, G) and (6) (ii), {iii}, and {iv}. 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 

“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c}(4){ii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(ii) At least one or more 
concentrations shall be tested to assess 
the propensity of the compound to 
bioconcentrate. The concentrations 
selected should not stress or adversely 
affect the oysters and should be less 
than one-tenth the ECso determined in 
either the range-finding or 96-hour 
definitive test under § 797.1800 of this 
chapter. The test concentration shall be 
less than the solubility limit-of the test 
substance in water and shall be close to 
the potential or expected environmental 
concentration. The limiting factor of 
how low one can test is based on the 
detection limits of the analytical 
methods. The concentration of the test 
material in the test solution should be at 
least 10 times greater than the detection 
limit in water. 

iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c){4){iii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


{iii} If it is desirable te document that 
the potential to bioconcentrate is 


independent of the test chemical 
concentration, at least two 
concentrations shall be tested which are 
at least a factor of 10 apart. 


iv. By revising paragraph {c){(4}(v}{A). 
to read as follows: 

(A) If it is observed that the stability 
or homogeneity of the test chemical 
cannot be maintained, then care should 
be taken in the interpretation of the 
results and note shall be made that 
these results may not be reproducible. 

v. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph {c}{(4){vi)(B), which is revised 
to read as 

(B) The appropriate number of oysters 
should be brushed clean and shall be 
randomly distributed to each test 
chamber. The oysters shall be spread 
out equidistant from one another and 
placed with the left (cupped) value 
down and the unhinged ends {opposite 
from umbo) all oriented in the same 
direction facing the incoming flow. 

vi. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c){4)[vi){D), which is revised 
to read as follows: 

(D) Oysters shall be observed {and 
data recorded) at least daily for feeding 
activity (deposition of feces) or any 
unusual conditions such as excessive 
mucus production (stringy material 
floating suspended from oysters), 
spawning, or appearance of shell 
(closure or gaping). If gaping is noted, 
the oyster{s) should be prodded. Oysters 
which fai! te make any shell movements 
when prodded are to be considered 
dead, and shall be removed promptly 
with as little disturbance as possibile to 
the test chamber{s) and remaining live 
oysters. 

vii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c){(4){vii}(B){2), which is 
revised to read as follows: 

2) Oysters shall be shucked as s00n 
as practical after removal and shall 
never be refrigerated or frozenin the . 
shell. The shell should be opened at the 
hinge, the adductor muscle severed, and 
the top valve removed. The remaining 
adductor muscle should be servered 
where it attaches to the lower valve and 
the entire oyster removed. 

viii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c){6){i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 

(i) All samples should be analyzed 
using USEPA methods and guidelines 
whenever feasible. The specific 
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methodology used shall be validated 
before the test is initiated. The accuracy 
of the method should be measured by 
the method of known additions. This 
involves adding a known amount of the 
test chemical to three water samples 
taken from an aquarium containing 
dilution water and a number of oysters 
equal to that to be used in the test. The 
nominal concentration of these samples 
shall be the same as the concentration 
to be used in the test. Samples taken on 
two separate days shall be analyzed. 
The accuracy.and precision of the 
analytical method shall be checked 
using reference or split samples or 
suitable corroborative methods of 
analysis. The accuracy of standard 
solutions should be checked against 
other standard solutions whenever 
possible. 


b. Paragraph (d) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (d)(1) (i), (iii), (iv), and 
(vi)(C) and (3) (i), (ii), (iii), and (v). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(1)(ii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 

(ii) Oysters used in the same test 
should be 30 to 50 millimeters in valve 
height and should be as similar in age 
’ and/or size as possible to reduce 
variability. The standard deviation of 
the valve height shall be less than 20 
percent of the mean. 


iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(1)(vi)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) Oysters should be attended to 
immediately upon arrival. Oyster shells 
should be brushed clean of fouling 
organisms, and the transfer of the 
oysters to the holding water should be 
gradual to reduce stress caused by 
differences in water quality 
characteristics and temperature. Oysters 
shall be held for at least 12 to 15 days 
before testing. All oyster shall be 


maintained in water of the quality to be - 


used in the test for at least 7 days before 
they are used. 


iv. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in ~ 
paragraph (d)(1)(vi)(B), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(B) During holding, the oysters should 
not be crowded, and the dissolved 
oxygen concentration shall be above 60- 
percent saturation. The temperature of 
the holding waters shall be the same as 
that used for testing. Holding tanks 
should be kept clean and free of debris. 


Cultured algae may be added to dilution 
water sparingly, as necessary to support 
life and growth, such that test results are 
not affected, as confirmed by previous 
testing. Oysters should be handled as 
little as possible. When handling is 
necessary, it should be done as gently, 
carefully, and quickly as possible. 


v. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(2)(i)(B), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(B) Constant conditions in the test 
facilities should be maintained as much 
as possible throughout the test. The 
preparation and storage of the test 
material, the holding of the oysters and 
all operations and tests shall be carried 
out in an environment free from harmful 
concentrations of dust, vapors, and 
gases and in such a way as to avoid 
cross-contamination. Any disturbances 
that may change the behavior of the 
oysters should be avoided. 


vi. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(2)(ii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(ii) Dilution water. A constant supply 
of good quality unfiltered seawater 
should be available throughout the 
holding, acclimation, and testing 
periods. Natural seawater is 
recommended, although artificial 
seawater with food (algae) added may 
be used. In either case, to ensure each 
oyster is provided equal amounts of 
food, the water shall come from a 
thoroughly mixed common source and 
shall be delivered at a flow rate of at 
least 1, and preferably 5 liters per hour 
per oyster. The flow rate shall be + 10 
percent of the nominal flow. A dilution 
water is acceptable if oysters will 
survive and grow normally over the 
period in which the test is conducted 
without exhibiting signs of stress, i.e., 
excessive mucus production (stringy 
material floating suspended from 
oysters), lack of feeding, shell gaping, 
poor shell closing in response to 
prodding, or excessive mortality. The 
dilution water shall have a salinity in 
excess of 12 parts per thousand, and 
should be similar to that in the 
environment from which the test oysters 
orignated. A natural seawater shall have 
a weekly range in salinity of less than 10 
parts per thousand and a monthly range 
in pH of less than 0.8 unit. Artificial 
seawater shall not vary more than 2 
parts per thousand nor more than 0.5 pH 
unit. Oysters shall be tested in dilution 
water from the same origin. 


vii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
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paragraph (d)(3)(iv), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(iv) Temperature. The test 
temperature shall be 20°C +1°C. 
Temporary excursions (less than 8 
hours) within +5.° C are permissible. 
Temperatue should be recorded 
continuously. 


c. Paragraph (e) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears. 


§ 797.1930 [Amended] : 

10. Section 797.1930 Mysid shrimp 
acute toxicity test, is amended as 
follows: 

a. Paragraph (c) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (c)(4) (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), 


. (vii), and (viii) and (6)(ii). 


ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(3)(iii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(iii) This test should be conducted 
with both newly-hatched juvenile (< 24 
hours old) and young adult (5 to 6 days 
old) mysids. For each age class (juvenile 
or young adult), a minimum of 10 mysids 
should be exposed to each 
concentration of test substance for up to 
96 hours. The exposure period may be 
shortened if data suitable for the 
purpose of the range-finding test can be 
obtained in less time. The age class 
which is most sensitive to the test 
substance in the range-finding test shall 
be utilized in the definitive test. When 
no apparent difference in sensitivity of 
the two life stages is found, juveniles 
shall be utilized in the definitive test. No 
replicates are required, and nominal 
concentrations of the chemical are 
acceptable. 


iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(4)(ix), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(ix) The concentration of dissolved 
test substance (that which passes 
through a 0.45-micron filter) in the 
chambers should be measured as often 
as is feasible during the test. At a 
minimum, during static tests the 
concentration of test substance shall be 
measured in each chamber at the 
beginning and at the end of the test. 
During the flow-through test, the 
concentration of test substance shall be 
measured: (A) In each chamber at the 
beginning of the test and at 48 and 96 
hours after the start of the test; (B) in at 
least one chamber containing the next- 
to-the lowest test substance 





Federal Register / Vol. 51, No. 9 / Tuesday, January 14, 1986 / Proposed Rules 


concentration at least once every 24 
hours during the test; and (C) in at least 
one appropriate chamber whenever a 
malfunction is detected in any part of 
the test substance delivery system. 
Among replicate test chambers of a 
treatment concentration, the measured 
concentration of the test substance shall 
not vary more than 20 percent. 


iv. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c){6)(i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 

(i) Test chemical. Deionized water 
should be used in making stock 
solutions of the test substance. Standard 
analytical methods should be used 
whenever available in performing the 
analyses. The analytical method used to 
measure the amount of test substance in 
a sample shall be validated before 


substance, such as hydrolysis and 
oxidation products, give positive or 
negative interferences which cannot be 
systematically identified and corrected 
mathematically. 


b. Paragraph (d) is amended as 
follows: 
i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (d)(1)(i)(C) and (ii}{A), and 
(2) (i), (ii), and {iv}, and (3) introductory 
text, (i) and {ii). 
ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 


paragraph (d)(2)(iii)(A), which is revised 


to read as follows: 


(A) Materials and equipment that 
contact test solutions should be chosen 
to minimize sorption of test chemicals 
from dilution water and shall not 
contain substances that can be leached 
into aqueous solution in quantities that 
can affect test results. 


iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)}(2)(v), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(v) Test substances delivery system. 
In flow-through tests, proportional 
diluters, metering pumps, or other 
suitable systems should be used to 
deliver test substance to the test 
chambers. The system used shall be 
calibrated before each test. Calibration 
includes determining the flow rate 
through each chamber and the 
concentration of the test substance in 
each chamber. The general operation of 
the test substance delivery system 
should be checked twice daily during a 
test. The 24-hour flow through a test 


chamber shall be equal to at least 5 

times the volume of the test chamber. 
During a test, the flow rates shall not 
vary more than 10 percent among test 


_ chambers or across time. 


iv. By revising paragraph (d)(3)(iii), to 
read as follows: 

(iii) The number of mysids placed in a 
test solution shall not be so great as to 
affect results of the test. Loading shall 
not exceed 30 mysids per liter for a 
static test. Loading requirements for the 
flow-through test will vary depending on 
the flow rate of dilution water. The 
loading shall not cause the dissolved 
oxygen concentration to fall below the 
recommended levels. 


c. Paragraph {e) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears. 
§ 797.1950 [Amended] : 

11. Section 787.1950 Mysid shrimp 
chronic toxicity test, is amended as 
follows: 

a. Paragraph (a is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
panty nd (c)(4){ii), (iii), fv), (v), (vi), 
and (vii) and (6)(ii). 

‘ii. By the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(4)(viii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 

(viii) The concentration of dissolved 
test substance {that which passes 
through a 0.45 micron filter) in the 
chambers should be measured as often 
as is feasible during the test. The 
concentration of test substance shall be 
measured: (A) in each chamber at the 
beginning of the test and on days 7, 14, 
21, and 28; and (B) in at least one 
appropriate chamber whenever a 
malfunction is detected in any part of 
the test substance delivery system. 
Among replicate test chambers of a 
treatment concentration, the measured 
concentration of the test substance shall 
not vary more than 20 percent. 


iii. By changing the word “should” to 


* 


“shall” in certain sentences in 


paragraph {c){6){i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(i)Test chemical. Deionized water 
should be used in ing stock 
solutions of the test substance. Standard 
analytical methods should be employed 
whenever available in performing the 
analyses. The analytical method used to 
measure the amount of test substance in 
a sample shall be validated before 
beginning the test by appropriate 
laboratory practices. An analytical 
method is not acceptable if likely 


degradation products of the test 
substance, such as hydrolysis and 
oxidation products, give positive or 
negative interferences which cannot be 
systematically identified and corrected 
mathematically. 

b. Paragraph (d) is amended as 
follows: 


i. By changing the word era h to 


“shall” wherever it appears 
paragraphs (d)(1){i) (C) and (0), (2) (@). 
(ii), and (iv), and (3). 

ii. By revising paragraph (d)(1){i)[B), to 
read as follows: 

(B) Mysids to be used in chronic 
toxicity tests should originate from 
laboratory cultures in order to ensure 
the individuals are of similar age and 
experimental history. Mysids used for 
establishing laboratory cultures may be 
purchased commercially or collected 
from appropriate natural areas. Because 
of similarities with other mysid species, 
taxonomic verification should be 
obtained from the commercial supplier 
through an appropriate systematic key. 

iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(1)(ii){(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) Any change in the temperature 
and chemistry of the water used for 
holding or culturing the test organisms 
to those of the test should be gradual. 
Within a 24-hour period, changes in 
water temperature shall not exceed 1° 
C, while salinity changes shall not 
exceed 5 percent. 

iv. By changing the word “should” to 

“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)}(2){iii)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


{A) Materials and equipment that 
contact test solutions should be chosen 
to minimize sorption of test chemicals 
from the dilution water and shall not 
contain substances that can be leached 
into aqueous solution in quantities that 
an affect the test results. 

v. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)}(2)(v), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(v) Test substance delivery system. 
Proportional diluters, metering pumps, 
or other suitable systems should be used 
to deliver test substance to the test 
chambers. The system used shail be 
calibrated before each test. Calibration 
includes determining the flow rate and 
the concentration of the test substance 
in each chamber. The general operation 
of the test substance delivery system 
should be checked twice daily during a 
test. The 24-hour flow rate through a 
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chamber shall be equal to at least 5 
times the volume of the chamber. The 
flow rates shall not vary more than 10 
percent among chambers or across time. 


c. Paragraph (e) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears. 


§ 797.2150 [Amended] 

12. Section 797.2150 Mallard 
reproductive test, is amended as 
follows: 

a. Paragraph (c) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the words “should be” 
to “are” wherever they appear in 
paragraph {c)(1) (i), (ii), (iv), and (vi). 

ii. By changing the words “should be” 
to “is” wherever they appear in 
paragraph (c)(1) (v) and (ix). 

iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (c)(4) (i)(B), (ii), (iii), (iv), 
(v)(A). (vi), (ix), and (x) and (6)(ii)(B). 

iv. By changing the words “should be” 
to “is” or “are” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(1)(iii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(iii) The test substance is thoroughly 
and evenly mixed into the diet at 
concentrations specified in the test rule. 
All treatment levels are analyzed for 
test substance concentrations at the 
beginning and midway through the test. 


v. By changing the words “should be” 
to “are” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(1)(vii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(vii) Eggs are removed daily and 
stored until there is a sufficient quantity 
for incubation. All eggs are candled for 
cracks and cracked eggs removed. Once 
every 2 weeks, all eggs produced that 
day are analyzed for eggshell thickness. 
Incubated eggs are candled on day 14 
and day 21. Hatching should be 
completed by day 27. 

vi. By changing the words “should be” 
to “is” or “are” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(1)(viii), which is revised to 
- read as follows: : 


(viii) Hatchlings are maintained in 
pens until they are 14 days old. 
Abnormal behavior or death is reported. 
Ducklings are weighed on day 14. 


vii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(1)(x), which is revised to 
read as follows: 

(x) The report shall include all 
conditions, procedures, and results. 
Data should be sufficiently detailed for 
an independent statistical analysis. 


viii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 


paragraph (c)(4)(i)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 

(A) The concentrations of test 
substance in the diet will be specified in 
the test rule. At least three treatment 
groups and a control group shall be 
used. The higher two treatment levels 
shall be multiples (often 5x, 10x, or 20x) 
of the lowest treatment level. The 
highest treatment levels shall usually be 
below lethal levels, unless predicted 
exposure levels are high enough to 
approximate lethal levels. 


ix. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(4)(vii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(vii) Egg collection, storage, and 
incubation. All eggs shall be collected 
daily, marked according to the pen from 
which collected, and should be stored at 
16° C and 55 to 80 percent relative 
humidity. Storage in plastic bags may 
improve uniformity of hatching. Stored 
eggs should be turned daily. At weekly 
or biweekly intervals, eggs shall be 
removed for storage and be candled to 
detect eggsliell cracks. Except for eggs 
with cracked shells and those eggs 
removed for eggshell thickness 
measurements all eggs should be set 
after candling for incubation in a 
commercial incubator. If incubators are 
not equipped to automatically turn eggs, 
they should be turned daily by hand. 
During the incubation period, eggs shall 
be maintained at 37.5° C and 
approximately 70-percent relative 
humidity. Eggs shall be candled again on 
day 14 of incubation to determine 
fertility and early death of embryos. A 
final candling shall be done on day 21 to 
measure embryo survival. On day 23, 
eggs shall be removed to a separate 
incubator or hatcher. Hatching will 
normally be complete by the end of day 
27. 


x. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(4)(viii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(viii) Duckling maintenance. By day 
27 of incubation, the hatched mallard 
ducklings should be removed from the 
hatcher or incubator. Ducklings shall be 
either housed according to the 
appropriate parental pen group or 
individually marked (such as by leg 
bands) as to parental group and housed 
together. Ducklings should be 
maintained in commercial brooder pens 
or pens of similar construction. Pens 
should be constructed of galvanized 
metal or stainless steel. Temperature in 
the pens should be controlled, 
preferably by a thermostatic control 
device. A temperature gradient-in the 
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pen from approximately 35° C to 
approximately 22° C will allow young 
birds to seek a proper temperature. 
Temperature requirements for young 
birds typically decline over this range 
from birth through the first several 
weeks of life. Ducklings shall be 
provided a standard commercial duck 
starter ration, or its nutritional 
equivalent. No test substance may be 
added to the diets of ducklings. 
Ducklings shall be maintained until they 
are 14 days old. ; 


xi. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(6)(i)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) Experimental groups should be 
individually compared to the control 
group by analysis of variance. Other 
accepted statistical methods may be 
used as long as they are documented 
and described. In particular, regression 
analysis is highly desirable if the data 
and number of dose levels allow the use 
of this technique. Sample units are the 
individual pens within each treatment 
level or control. Analysis shall include: 

(1) Body weights of adults. 

(2) Food consumption of adults. 

(3) Percentage of hens laying eggs. 
This should always be determined when 
pens contain a single pair; if feasible, it 
should be determined when pens 
contain groups. 

(4) Number of eggs laid per pen. 

(5) Perceniage of cracked eggs. 

(6) Percent viable embryos of eggs set. 

(7) Percent live 21-day embryos of 
viable embryos. 

(8) Percent hatching of viable 
embryos. 

(9) Percentage of hatchlings that are 
normal. 

(10) Percent 14-day-old survivors of 
normal hatchlings. 

(11) Number of 14-day-old survivors 
per hen. 

(12) Body weights of 14-day-old 
survivors. 

(13) Eggshell thickness. 


xii. By changing the word “should” to 


* “shall” in certain sentences in 


paragraph (c)(6)(ii)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) Samples of treated diets shall be 
analyzed to confirm proper dietary 
concentrations of the test substance. If 
samples cannot be analyzed 
immediately, they should be stored 
appropriately (e.g., frozen at a 
temperature of —15 ° C or lower) until 
analysis can be performed. Analyses 
shall be conducted on all test substance 
concentrations at the beginning of the 
test period and again 10 to 12 weeks 
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later. If not otherwise available, data 
shall be generated to indicate whether 
or not the test substance degrades or 
volatilizes. If the test substance is 
known or found to be volatile or labile 
to the extent that 25 percent or more 
loss occurs within 1 week, then test 

» substance diets shall be prepared 
(freshly or from frozen concentrate) at a 
frequency that will prevent more than 25 
percent loss of test substance. 


xiii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(6)(ii)(C), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(C) Analysis of basal diet. A nutrient 
analysis of the basal diet shall be 
included in the test report. For 
commercially prepared basal diets, the 
list of ingredients supplied by the 
manufacturer is normally sufficient, if it 
is detailed. The composition of any 
vitamin or other supplements should 
also be reported. 


b. Paragraph (d) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraph (d)(1)(i) (C), (D), and (E) and 
(ii)(A)(z). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(1)(i)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) The mallard, Anas platyrhynchos . 
L., is the test species. Test birds should 
be pen-reared. They may be reared in 
the laboratory or purchased from 
commercial breeders. Rearing stock 
and/or test birds shal! be obtained only 
from sources that have mét the 
requirements of “U.S. Pullorum-Typhoid 
Clean” classification under paragraph 
(f)(1) of this section. Birds shall be 
obtained only from sources whose 
colonies have known breeding histories. 
If possible, a history of rearing practices 
for test birds should be obtained and 
made available upon request. This 
history should include lighting practices 
during rearing, disease record, drug and 
any other medication administered, and 
exact age. Test birds shall be 
phenotypically indistinguishable (except 
for-size) from wild stock. Conscientious 
breeders of such birds will periodically 
outbreed their flocks with genetically 
wild stock in order to maintain a genetic 
composition that approximates the 
heterogeneity of naturally occurring 
birds. 


iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(1)(i)(B), which is. revised 
to read as follows: 


(B) All control and experimental birds 
used in a test shall be from the same 
source and strain. If shipped, all birds 
shall be examined following shipment 
for possible physical injury that may 
have occurred in transit. All birds 
should have a health observation period 
of at least 2 weeks prior to selection for 
treatment. Birds should be in apparent 
good health. Deformed, abnormal, sick, 
or injured birds shall be not be used. A 
population of birds shall not be used if 
more than 3 percent of either sex die 
during the health observation period. 
Birds shall not have been selected in 
any way for resistance to toxic 
substances. Birds shall not have been 
used in a previous test, either in control 
or treatment group. Offspring of birds 
used in a treatment group in a previous 
test shall not be used, but offspring of 
birds used as controls in a prevous test 
are acceptable. 


iv. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(1)(ii)(A)(2), which is 
revised to read as follows: 

(2) The test substance shall be mixed 
into the diet in a manner that will ensure 
even distribution of the test substance 
throughout the diet. If possible, the test 
substance should be added to the diet 
without the use of a carrier or diluent. If 
a diluent is needed, the preferred diluent 
is distilled water; but water shall not be 
used for test substances known to 
hydrolyze readily. When a test 
substance is not water soluble, it may be 
dissolved. in a reagent-grade evaporative 
diluent (e.g., acetone, methylene 
chloride) and then mixed with the test 
diet. The solvent should be completely 
evaporated prior to feéding. Other 
acceptable diluents may be used, if 
necessary, and include table-grade corn 
oil, propylene glycol, and gum arabic 
(acacia). If a diluent is used, it shall 
constitute no more than 2 percent by 
weight of the treated diet, and an 
equivalent amount of diluent shall be 
added to control diets. 


v. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(1)(ii)(A)(3), which is 
revised to read as follows: 

(3) Diets may be mixed by commercial 
or mechanical food mixers. Other means 
are acceptable as long as they result in 
even distribution of the test substance 
throughout the diet: Screening of the 
basal diet before mixing is suggested to 
remove large practicles. For many test 
substances, it is recommended that diets 
be mixed under a hood. Frequently, the 
test substance is added to an aliquot of 
the basal diet to form premix 
concentrate. The premix concentrate 
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should be stored so as to maintain the 
chemical concentration. For finai 
preparation of test diets, the premix is 
mixed with additional basal diet to form 
the proper concentrations. The 
frequency with which final treated diets 
are prepared will depend upon the 
stability and other characteristics of the 
test substance. Unless otherwise 
specified in the test rule or determined 
by degradation or violatility studies, it is 
recommended that final diets be 
prepared weekly, either fresh or from a 
concentrate. For volatile or labile test 
substances, test diets shall be mixed 
frequently enough so that the 
concentrations are not reduced from 
initial concentrations by more than 25 
percent. Analysis of diets for test 
substance concentrations is required as 
specified in paragraph (c)(6)(ii) of this 
section. 


vi. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(1){ii)(A)(4) , which is 
revised to read as follows: 


(4) Clean water shall be available ad 
libitum. Water bottles or automatic 
watering devices are-recommended. If 
water pans or bowls are used, water 
shall be changed daily or more often. 


vii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(1)(ii)(B); which is revised 
to read as follows: 

(B) Young birds. Young birds 
produced during the test should be fed a 
commercial duck starter ration, or its _ 
nutritional equivalent. No test substance 
shall be added to the diets of young 
birds. No antibiotics or medication shall 
be used in the diet. 

viii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(2)(iii), which is revised to - 
read as follows: 

(iii) Pens should be kept indoors in 
order to better control lighting, 
temperature, humidity, and other 
factors. Outdoor pens may be used only 
during the normal breeding season. The 
photoperiod should be carefully 
controlled, preferably by automatic 
timers. A 15 to 30 minute transition 
priod is desirable. The photoperiod 
regime is described under paragraph 
(c)(4)(v) of this section. Lights shall emit 
a spectrum simulating that of daylight. 
The use of shorter wave-length “‘cool- 
white” fluorescent lights that do not 
emit the daylight spectrum should be 
avoided. Illumination intensity should 
be about 6 foot-candles at the level of 
the birds. 

ix. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
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paragraph (d)(2}(iv), which is revised to 
read as follows: 

(iv) Temperature and humidity should 
be controlled during the study. 
Recommended levels are 21° C and 55 
percent relative humidity. Temperature 
for indoor tests shall be recorded at 
least weekly at the same time of day 
and shall be reported. For tests 
conducted without temperature control, 
temperature minimums and maximums 
should be recorded daily. Continuous 
temperature monitoring is desirable. 
Temperature recording shall be made at 
levels of-2.5 to 4cm above the floor of 
the cage. Recording of approximate 
humidity levels is also desirable. Good 
ventilation shall be maintained. 
Suggested ventilation rates are 4 
changes per hour in the winter and 15 
changes per hour in the summer. 


_ c. Paragraph (e) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
. wherever it appears. 


PART 798—[ AMENDED} 


III. In Part 798: 
1. The authority citation for Part 798 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 15 U.S.C. 2603. 


§ 798.2250 [Amended] 
2. Section 798.2250 Dermal toxicity, is 
amended as follows: 
a. Paragraph (e) is amended as 
follows: 
i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs fe){1) (ii), (iii), and (iv), (2), 
(6)(i). (8). (9), (10){i} introductory text, 
(10} (i)(B) and {ii}, (21), and (12). 
ii. By changing the word 
“recommended” to “required” wherever 
it appears in paragraph (e)(2). 
iii. By revising paragraph (e)}{1)fi}, to 
read as follows: 


(i) Species and strain. A mammalian 


species shall be used for testing. The rat, 


rabbit, or guinea pig may be used, 
although the albino rabbit is preferred. 
The albino rabbit is preferred because 
of the size, skin permeability, and 
extensive data base. Commonly used 
laboratory strains shall be employed. If 
another mammalian species is used, the 
tester shall provide justification/ 
reasoning for its selection. 

iv. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (e)(4)(i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 

(i) In subchronic toxicity tests, it is 
desirable to have a dose-response 
relationship as well as a no-observed- 
toxic-effect level. Therefore, at least 3 
dose levels with a control and, where 
appropriate, a vehicle control 


(corresponding to the concentration of 
vehicle at the highest exposure level!) 
shall be used. Doses should be spaced 
appropriately to produce test groups 
with a range of toxic effects. The data 
should be sufficient to produce a dose- 
response curve. 


v. By revising paragraph (e)(6)(ii), to 
read as follows: 


(ii) Animals in the satellite group 
scheduled for followup observations 
shall be kept for at least 28 days further 
without treatment to detect recovery 
from, or persistence of, toxic effects. 


vi. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (e)(7)(i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(i} Shortly before testing, fur shall be 
clipped from the dorsal area of the trunk 
of the test animals. Shaving may be 
employed, but it should. be carried out 
approximately 24 hours before the test. 
Repeat clipping or shaving is usually 
needed at approximately weekly 
intervals. When clipping or shaving the 
fur, care should be taken to avoid 
abrading the skin, which could alter its 
permeability. 


vii. By changing the words “should 
be” to “shall-be” or “are” in certain 
sentences in paragraph. (e}(10}(i)(A), 
which is revised to read as follows: 


(A) Certain hematology 
determinations shall be carried out at 
least 3 times during the test period: just 
prior to initiation of dosing (baseline 
data), after approximately 30 days on 
test and just prior to terminal sacrifice 
at the end of the test period. Hematology 
determinations which are appropriate to 
all studies: hematocrit, hemoglobin 
concentration, erythrocyte count, total 
and differential leucocyte count, and a 
measure of clotting potential such as 
clotting time, prothrombin time, 
thromboplastin time, or platelet count. 


b. Paragraph (f) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears in paragraphs {f} (1) 
and (3). 


§ 798.2450 [Amended] 


3. Section 798.2450. Jnhalation 
toxicity, is amended as foltows: 

a. Paragraph (d) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (d} (1), (ii), (iii), and (iv), (2). 
(6)(i), (7) (ii) ane (iii), (8) introductory 
texts, (8) (ii), (iii), and (iv), (10) (i), (iii), 
(v), and (vi), (11)(i) introductory text, 
(11)(i)(B), (11)fii) introductory text, (12)(i) 
and (ii), and (13). 
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ii. By revising paragraph (d)(1){i), to 
read as follows: 


(i) Species and strain. A mammalian 
species shall be used for testing. A 
variéty of rodent species may be used, 
although the rat is the preferred species. 
Commonly used laboratory strains shall 
be employed. If another mammalian 
species is used, the tester shall provide 
justification/reasoning for its selection. 

iii. By changing the word 
“recommended” to “required” wherever 
it appears in paragraph (d)(2). 

iv. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(4)f{i), which is revised to 


‘read as follows: 


(i) in subchronic toxicity tests, it is 
desirable to have a dose-response 
relationship as well as a no-observed- 
toxic-effect level. Therefore, at least 3 
dose levels with a control and, where 
appropriate; a vehicle control 
(corresponding to the concentration of 
vehicle at the highest exposure level) 
shall be used. Doses should be spaced 
appropriately to produce test groups 
with a range of toxic effects. The data 
should be sufficient to produce a dose- 
response curve. 


v. By revising paragraph (d)(5)}, to read 
as follows: 


(5) Exposure conditions. The animals 
should be exposed to the test substance, 
ideally for 6 hours per day on a 7-day 
per week basis, for a period of 90 days. 
However, based primarily on practical 
considerations, exposure on a 5-day per 
week basis for 6 hours/day is the 
minimum acceptable exposure perioc. 


vi. By revising paragraph (d)}(6)(ii), to 
read as follows: 

(ii) Animals in-a satellite group 
scheduled for followup observations 
shall be kept for at least 28 days further 
without treatment to detect recovery 
from, or persistence of, toxic effects. 


vii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)f{7)(i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(i) The animals shall be tested in 
inhalation. equipment designed to 
sustain a dynamic air flow of 12 to 15 air 
changes per hour and ensure an 
adequate oxygen content of 19 percent 
and an evenly distributed exposure 
atmosphere. Where a chamber is used, 
its design should minimize crowding of 
the test animals and maximize their 
exposure to the test substance.This is 
best accomplished by individual caging. 
To ensure stability of a chamber 
atmosphere, the total “volume” of the 
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test animals shall not exceed 5 percent 
of the volume of the test. chamber. 
Oronasal or head-only exposure may be 


use if it is desirable to avoid concurrent . 


exposure by the dermal or oral routes. 

viii. By revising paragraph (d)(8))(i), to 
read as follows: 

(i) The rate of air flow shall be 
monitored continuously and recorded at 
least every 30 minutes. 

ix. By revising paragraph (d)(9), to” 
read as follows: 

(9) Food and water during exposure 
period. Food and water shall be 
withheld during exposure. 


x. By changing the words “should be” 
to “shall be” or “are” in certain 
sentences in paragraph (d)(11){i)(A), 
which is revised to read as follows: 


(A) Certain hematology 
determinations shall be carried out at 
least 3'times during the test period: just 
prior to initiation of dosing (base line 
data), after approximately 30 days on 
test, and just prior to terminal sacrifice 
at the end of the test period. Hematology 
determinations which are appropriate to 
all studies: hematocrit, homoglobin 
concentration, erythrocyte count, total 
and differential leucocyte count, and a 
measure of clotting potential such as 
clotting time, prothrombin time, 
thromboplastin time, or platelet count. 


xi. By changing the word “should be” 
to “shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(11){ii)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) Ophthalmological examination, 
using an ophthalmoscope or equivalent 
suitable equipment, shall be made prior 
to exposure to the test substance and at 
the termination of the study. If changes 
in the eyes are detected, all animals 
should be examined. 

xii. By revising paragraph (d)(12)(iii), 
to read as follows: 


(iii) The following organs and tissues, 
or representative samples thereof, shall 
be preserved in a suitable medium for 
possible future histopathological 
examination: All gross lesions; lungs— 
which should be removed intact, 
weighed, and treated with a suitable 
fixative to ensure that lung structure is 
maintained (perfusion with the fixative 
is considered to be an effective 
procedure); nasopharngeal tissues; 

- brain—including sections of medulla/ 
pons, cerebellar cortex, and cerebral 
cortex; pituitary; thyroid/parathyroid; 
thymus; trachea; heart; sternum with 
bone marrow; salivary glands; liver; 
spleen; kidneys; adrenals; pancreas; 
gonads; uterus; accessory genital organs 
(epididhmis, prostate, and, if present, 


seminal vesicles); aorta; (skin); gall 
bladder (if present); esophagus; 
stomach; duodenum; jejunum; ileum; 
cecum; colon; rectum; urinary bladder; 
representative lymph node; (mammary 
gland); (thigh musculature); peripheral 
nerve; (eyes); (femur—including 
articular surface); (spinal cord at three 
levels—cervical, midthoracic, and 
lumbar); and (exorbital lachrymal 
glands). 

b. Paragraphs (e) (1) and (3) are 
amended by changing the word “should” 
to “shall” wherever it appears. 


§ 798.2650 [Amended] 


4. Section 798.2650 Oral toxicity, is 
amended as follows: 

a. Paragraph (e) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (e) (1)(ii), (iii) and (iv), (2), 
(6)(i), (7) (ii), (iv), and (v), (8), (9)(i) 
introductory test, (9) (i)(B) and (ii), (10), 
and (11). 

ii. By revising paragraph (e)(1)(i), to 
read as follows: 


(i) Species and strain. A mammalian 
species shall be used for testing. A 
variety of rodent species may be used, 
although the rat is the preferred species. 
Commonly used laboratory strains shall 
be employed. The commonly used 
nonrodent species is the dog, preferably 
of a defined breed; the beagle is 
frequently used. If other mammalian 
species are used, the tester shall provide 
justification/reasoning for his or her 
selection. 


iii. By changing the word 
“recommended” to “required” wherever 
it appears in paragraph (e)(2). 

iv. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (e)(4)(i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(i) In subchronic toxicity tests, it is 
desirable to have a dose response 


relationship as well as no-observed- 


toxic-effect level. Therefore, at least 3 
dose levels with a control and, where 
appropriate, a vehicle control 
(corresponding to the concentration of 
vehicle at the highest exposure level) 
shall be used: Doses should be spaced 
appropriately to produce test groups 
with a range of toxic effects. The data 
should be sufficient to produce a dose- 
response curve. 


v. By revising paragraph (e)(6)(ii), to 
read as follows: 
(ii) Animals in the satellite group 


scheduled for followup observations 
shall be kept for at least 28 days further 
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without treatment to detect recovery 
from, or persistence of, toxic effects. 


vi. By changing the word “may” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraph (e)(7)(iv). 

vii. By changing the words “should 
be” to “shall be” or “are”, in certain 
sentences in paragraph (e)(9)(i)(A), 
which is revised to read as follows: 


(A) Certain hematology 
determinations shall be carried out at 
least 3 times during the test period: just 
prior to initiation of dosing (baseline 
data), after approximately 30 days on 
test and just prior to terminal sacrifice’ 
at the end of the test period. Hematology 
determinations which are appropriate to 
all studies: hematocrit, hemoglobin 
concentration, erythrocyte count, total 
and differential leucocyte count, and a 
measure of clotting potential such as 
clotting time, prothrombin time, 
thromboplastin time, or platelet count. 


b. Paragraphs (f) (1) and (3) are 
amended by changing the word “should” 
to “shall” wherever it appears. 


§ 798.3300 [Amended] 

5. Section 798.3300 Oncogenicity, is 
amended as follows: 

a. Paragraph (b) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (b) (1), (2), (5), (6)(i) (A) and 
(B), (ii)(C), (iii) (C) and (D), (7) (i), (ii), 
(iv), (v), and (vi), (8) (ii), (iii) and (iv), (9), 
(10), and (11). 

ii. By deleting the phrase “‘It is 
recommended that” in the first sentence 
of paragraph (b)(1)(i). 

iii: By changing the word 
“recommended” to “required” wherever 
it appears in paragraph (b)(2)(i). ~ 

iv. By deleting the word “only” in 
paragraph (b)(9). 

v. By changing the phrase “female 
mammary gland” to “mammary gland” 
and by deleting the phrase “special 
studies such as” in paragraph (b)(10)(ii). 

vi. By changing the phrase “a 
necessary requirement” to “required” in 
paragraph (b)(10)(iii). 

vii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (b)(3)(i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 

(i) For risk assessment purposes, at 
least 3 dose levels shall be used, in 
addition to the concurrent control group. 
Dose levels should be spaced to produce 
a gradation of chronic effects. 


viii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (b)(6)(ii)(B), which is revised 
to read as follows: 
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(B) Fur shalt be clipped from the 
dorsal area of the trunk of the test 
animals. Care should be taken to avoid 
abrading the skin because this could 
alter its permeability: 


ix. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (b)(6)fiii){A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 

(A) The animals shall be tested with 
inhalation equipment designed to 
sustain a dynamic air flow of 12 to 15 air 
changes per hour, ensure an adequate 
oxygen content of 19 percent and an 
evenly distributed exposure atmosphere. 
Where a chamber is used, its design 
should minimize crowding of the test 
animals and maximize their exposure to 
the trest substance. This is best 
accomplished by individual caging. To 
ensure stability of a chamber 
atmosphere, the total “volume” of the 
test animals shall not exceed 5 percent 
of the volume of the trest chamber. 
Alternatively, oro-nasal, head-only, or 
whole-body individual chamber 
exposure may be used. 

x. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (b)(6)(iii)(B), which is revised 
to read as follows: 

(B) The temperature at which the test 
is performed shall be maintained at 22 
°C (+2°). Ideally, the relative humidity 
should be maintained between 40 to 60 
percent, but in certain instances (e.g., 
tests of aerosols, use of water vehicle) 
this may not be practicable. 


xi. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (b)(7)(iii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 

(iii) Clinical signs and mortality shall 
be recorded for all animals. Special 
attention should be paid to tumor 
development. The time of onset, 
location, dimensions, appearance and 
progression of each grossly visible or 
palpable tumor shall be recorded. 

xii. By revising paragraph (b}(8}{i), to 
read as follows: 

(i) The rate of air flow shall be 
monitored continuously, and recorded at 
intervals of at least once every 30 
minutes. 

b. Paragraph (c) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears in paragraphs (c) 
(1), (2} (i) and (iii), and (3) 

§ 798.4350 [Amended] 

6. Section 798.4350 Inhalation 
developmental! toxicity study, is 
amended as follows: 

a. Paragraph fe) is amended as 


follows: 


i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (e} (1), (2), (3) (i), (ii). (iii), 
and (iv), (v), (vi), (4), (5), (6) (CB), (iid. 
and (iii), (7) (i), (ii) and (iii), (9) i); (iii), 
(v), (vi), and (vii), and (10). 

ii. By changing the word 
“recommended” to “required” in 
paragraph (e)(10fiv). 

iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (e)(6)(i)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 

(A) The animals shall be tested in 
inhalation equipment designed to 
sustain a dynamic air flow of 12 to-15 air 
changes per hour and ensure an 


-adequate oxygen content of 19 percent 


and an evenly distributed exposure 
atmosphere. Where a chamber is used, 
its design should minimize crowding of 
the test animals and maximize their 
exposure to the test substance. This is 
best accomplished by individual caging. 
To ensure stability of a chamber 
atmosphere, the total “volume” of the 
test animals shall not exceed 5 percent 
of the volume of the test chamber. 


iv. By revising paragraph (e)(7)({iv), to 
read as follows: 


{iv} Temperature and humidity shall 
be monitored continuously and be 
recorded at least every 30 minutes. 


v. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (e)(9){iv), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(iv) During the treatment and 
observation periods, cage-side 
observations shall include, but not be 
limited to: changes in skin and fur, eye 
and mucous membranes, as well as 
respiratory, autonomic and central 
nervous systems, somatomotor activity 
and behavioral pattern. Particular 
attention should be directed to 
observation of tremors, convulsions, 
salivation, diarrhea, lethargy, sleep, and 
coma. 


b. Paragraph (f} is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (f) (1) and (3). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
shall” in certain sentences in paragraph 
(f) (1), which is revised to read as 
follows: 


(2) Evaluation of results. The findings 
of a developmental toxicity study shall 
be evaluated in terms of the observed 
effects and the exposure levels 
producing effects. It is necessary to 
consider the historical developmental 
toxicity data on the species/strain 
tested. A properly conducted 
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developmental toxicity study should 
provide a satisfactory estimation of a 
no-effect level. 


§ 798.4420 [Amended] 


7. Section 798.4420 Preliminary 
developmental toxicity screen, is 
amended as follows: 

a. Paragraph (c) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears in paragraph (c). 

b. Paragraph (d) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears in paragraphs (d)(1) 
(ii), (iii), and (iv); (2),-(3), (4), (5), (7), (8), 
and (9)(ii). 

c. Paragraph (e) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to. “shall” 
wherever it appears. 


§ 798.4700 [Amended] 


8. Section 798.4700 Reproduction and 
fertility effects, is amended as follows: 

a. Paragraph (c) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (c) (1), (2), (3)(i), (4)€i), 
(5)(i)(B).. (6) (i)(C), (iii), and (iv}fA), (7), 
(8), and (9). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(4)(ii)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) All P males should be sacrificed at 
the end of the 3-week mating period, or 
may be retained for possible production 
of a second litter. If these animals are 
retained for a second litter, dosing shall 
be continued. 


iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (c)(6}{i)(A), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(A) For each mating, each female shall 
be placed with a single male from the 
same dose level until pregnancy eccurs 
or 1 week has elapsed. If mating has net 
occurred after 1 week, the female shall 
be placed with a different male. Paired 
matings should be clearly identified. 


b. Paragraph (d) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (d) (1) and (3). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” certain sentences in paragraph 
(d)(2){i), which is revised to read as 
follows: 


i. An evaluation of test results, 
including the statistical analysis, based 
on the clinical findings, the gross 
necropsy findings, and the microscopic 
results, shall be made and supplied. This 
should include an evaluation of the 
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relationship, or lack thereof, between 
the animals’ exposure to the test 
substance and the incidence and 
severity of all abnormalities. 


§ 798.4900 [Amended] 


9. Section 798.4900 Developmental 
toxicity study, is amended as follows: 

a. Paragraph (e) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (e) (1), (2), (3) (i), (ii), (iii), 
and (iv), (4), (5), (7), and (8). 

ii. By changing the word 
“recommended” to “required” wherever 
it appears in paragraph (e)(4}{iv). 


b. Paragraph (f) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (f) (1) and (3). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraph (f)(2}, which is revised to read 
as follows: 


(2) Evaluation of results. The findings 
of a developmental toxicity study shall 
be evaluated in terms of the observed 
effects and the exposure levels 
producing effects. It is necessary to 
consider the historical developmental 
toxicity data on the species/strain 
tested. A properly conducted 
developmental toxicity study should 
provide a satisfactory estimation of a 
no-effect level. 


§ 798.5200 [Amended] 


10. Section 798.5200 Mouse visible 
specific locus test, is amended as 
follows: 

a. Paragraph (d) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “are 
recommended” to “shall be used” in 
paragraph (d)(3)(i). 


ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (d)(3) (i), (ii) and (iv), and 
(4)(i). 

iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(5)(i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(i) Vehicle. When possible test 
chemicals shall be dissolved or 
suspended in distilled water or isotonic 
saline buffered appropriately, if needed, 
for stability. Water insoluble chemicals 
shall be dissolved or suspended in 
appropriate vehicles. The vehicle used 
shall neither interfere with the test 
compound nor produce major toxic 
effects. Fresh preparations of the test 
chemical should be employed. 


iv. By revising paragraph (d)(5)(ii), to 
read as follows: 


(ii) Dose levels. Usually, only one 
dose level need be tested. This should 
be the highest dose tolerated without 
toxic effects, provided that any 
temporary sterility induced due to 
elimination of spermatagonia is of only 
moderate duration, as determined by a 
return of males to fertility within 80 
days after treatment. For risk 
estimation, it is recommended that at 
least two dose levels be tested. 


b. Paragraph (e) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs {e)(1) and (2){i). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (e)(2)(ii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(ii) Nonmutant progeny should be 
discarded. Mutant progeny: shall be 
subjected to genetic tests for 
verification. 


c. Paragraph {f) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears in paragraphs (f) 
(1), (2), and (5). 


§ 798.5265 [Amended] 

11. Section 798.5265 Salmonella 
typhimurium reverse mutation assay, is 
amended as follows: 

a. Paragraph (d) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears in paragraphs (d)(5) 
(i) and (ii), (6)(i). 

b. Paragraph (e) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (e) (4) and.(5). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (e)(1), which is revised to 
read as follows: 

(1) Direct plate incorporation method. 
For this test without metabolic 
activation, test chemical and 0.1 ml of a 
fresh bacterial culture, should be added 
to 2.0 ml of overlay agar. For tests with 
metabolic activation, 0.5 ml of activation 
mixture containing an adequate amount 
of postmitochondrial fraction should be 
added to the agar overlay after the 
addition of test chemical and bacteria. 
Contents of each tube shall be mixed 
and poured over the surface of a 
selective agar plate. Overlay agar shall 
be allowed to solidify before incubation. 
At the end of the incubation period, 
revertant colonies per plate shall be 
counted. 


iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
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paragraph (e)(2)(i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(i) For this test with metabolic 
activation, 0.5 ml of S-9 mix containing 
150 pl of S-9 and 0.1 ml of bacterial 
culture should be added to a test tube 
kept on ice. One-tenth ml of chemical 
should be added and the tubes should 
be incubated with shaking at 30 °C for 
30 min. At the end of the incubation 
period, 2.0 ml of agar should be added to 
each tube, the contents mixed and 
poured over the surface of a selective 
agar plate. Overlay agar shall be 
allowed to solidify before incubation. At 
the end of the incubation period, 
revertant colonies per plate shall be 
counted. 


iv. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (e)(2)(ii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(ii) For tests without metabolic 
activation, 0.5 ml of buffer should be 
used in place of the 0.5 mi of S-9 mix. 
All other procedures shall be the same 
as those used for the test with metabolic 
activation. 


v. By revising paragraph (e)(6), to read 
as follows: 


(6) Number of cultures. All plating 
shali be done at least in triplicate. All 
results shall be confirmed in an 
independent experiment. 


c. Paragraph (f) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears in paragraphs (f)(1) 
and (5). 


§ 798.5275 [Amended] 


12. Section 798.5275 Sex-linked 
recessive lethal test in Drosophila 
melanogaster, is amended as follows: 

a. Paragraph (d) is amended as 
follows: : 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraph (d)(4). 

ii. By deleting the last sentence of 
paragraph (d)(4)(iv), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(iv) Negative controls. Negative 
(vehicle) controls shall be included. The 
size of the negative (vehicle) control 
group shall be determined by the 
availability of appropriate laboratory 
historical control data. 


iii. By revising paragraph (d)(5)(ii), to 
read as follows: 


(ii) Dose levels. It is sufficient to test a 
single dose of the test substance. This 
dose shall be the maximum tolerated 
dose, or that which produces some 
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indication of toxicity, or shall be the 
highest dose attainable. 


b. Paragraph (e) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears in paragraphs (e) 
(1). (2), and (3){ii). 

c. Paragraph (f) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears in paragraphs (f) 
(1). (2), and (5). 


§ 798.5300 [Amended] 

13. Section 798.5300 Detection of 
gene mutations in somatic cells in 
culture, is amended as follows: 


a. Paragraph (d) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“s! all” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (d)(3)(ii),. (4), and (5). 

ii. By revising paragraph (d){6){i), to 
read as follows: 

{i} Vehicle. Test substances may be 
prepared in culture media or dissolved 
or suspended in appropriate vehicles 
prior to treatment of the cells. The final 
concentration of the vehicle shall not 
interfere with cell viability or growth 
rate. Treatment vessels should be 
chosen to insure that there is no 
interaction, such as etching, between the 
solvent, the test chemical, and the 
vessel. 

iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(6){ii)A(B), which is 
revised to read as follows: 


(B) Several concentrations (usually at 
least 4) of the test substance shall be 
used. These shall yield a concentration- 
related toxic effect. The highest 
concentration shall produce a low level: 
of survival (approximately 10 percent) 
and the survival in the lowest 
concentration shall approximate the 
negative control. Cytotoxicity shall be 

‘ determined after treatment with the test 
substance both in the presence and in 
the absence of an exogenous metabolic 
activation system. Relatively insoluble 
substances should be tested up to their 
limit of solubility under culture 
conditions. For freely-soluble non-toxic 
substances the highest concentration 
used should be determined on a case- 
by-case basis. 


b. Paragraph (e) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (e) (1), (2), and (4). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (e)(3), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(3) At the end of the expression 
period, which shall be sufficient to allow 


near optimal phenotypic expression of 
induced mutants, cells should be grown 
in medium with and without selective 
agent(s) for determination of number of 
mutants and closing efficiency 
respectively. 


c. Paragraph (f) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears in paragraph (f}(1) 
and (5). 


§ 798.5375 [Amended] 

14. Section 798.5375 Jn vitro 
mammalian cytogenetics, is amended as 
follows: i 

a. Paragraph (d) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (d)(3)(ii), (4), and (5). 

ii. By revising paragraph (d)(6){i), to 
read as follows: 


(i) Vehicle. Test substances may be 
prepared in culture media or dissolved 
or suspended in appropriate vehicles 
prior to treatment of the cells. Final 
concentration of the vehicle shall not 
interfere with cell viability or growth 
rate. Treatment vessels should be 
chosen to insure that there is no 
interaction, such as etching, between the 
solvent, the test chemical, and the 
vessel. 


b. Paragraph (e) is amended as 
follows: _ 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (e) (3) and (4). 

ii. By revising paragraph (e){5)(i), to 
read as follows: 


(i) For established cell lines.and 
strains multiple harvest times shall be 
used. If the test chemical changes the 
cell cycle length, tHe fixation intervals 
shall be changed accordingly, 


iii. By deleting the last two sentences 
of paragraph (e)(5)(ii), which is revised 
to read as follows: 


(ii) For human lymphocyte cultures, 
the substance to be tested may be added 
to the cultures at various times after 
mitogen stimulation so that there is a 
single harvest time after the initiation of 
the cell culture. Alternatively, a single 
treatment may be followed by multiple 
harvest times. Harvest time should be 
extended for those chemicals which 
induce an apparent cell cycle delay. 

iv. By revising paragraph (e)(5)(iii), to 
read as follows: 

(iii) Cell cultures shall be treated with 
a spindle inhibitor, (e.g. colchicine or 
Colcemid*), one or two hours prior to 
harvesting. Each culture shall be 
harvested and processed separately for 
the preparation,of chromosomes. 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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v. By revising paragraph (e)(7), to read 
as follows: 


(7) Analysis. Slides shall be coded 
before analysis. In human lymphocytes. 
only cells containing 46 centromeres 
shall be analysed. In established cell 
lines and strains, only metaphases 
containing +* centromeres of the modal 
number shall be analysed. Uniform 
criteria for scoring aberrations shall be 
used. 


c. Paragraph (f) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraph (f)(5). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (f)(1), which is revised to read 
as follows: 


(1) Treatment of results. Data shall be 
presented in a tabular form. Different 
types of structural chromosomal 


‘aberrations shall be listed with their 


numbers and frequencies for 
experimental and control groups. Data 
should be evaluated by appropriate 
statistical methods. Gaps or achromatic 
lesions are recored separately and not 
included in the total aberration 
frequency. 


§ 798.5385 [Amended] 


15. Section 798.5385 In vivo 
mammalian bone marrow cytogenetics 
tests: Chromosomal analysis. is 
amended as follows: 

a. Paragraph (d) is amended as. 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (d)(3) (ii) and (iv) and (4). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in ; 
paragraph (d)(3)(iii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 

(iii) Number and sex. At least five 
female and five male animals per 
experimental and control group shall be 
used. Thus, 10 animals would be 
sacrificed per time per group treated 
with the test compound if several test 
times after treatment are included in the 
experimental schedule. The use ofa . 
single sex or different number of 
animals should be justified. 


iv. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(5)(i); which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(i) Vehicle. When possible, test 
chemicals shall be dissolved in isotonic 
saline or distilled water. Water 
insoluble chemicals may be dissolved or 
suspended in appropriate vehicles. The 
vehicles used shall neither interfere with 
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the test chemical nor produce toxic 
effects. Fresh preparations of the test 
compound should be employed. 

-v. By revising paragraph (d)(5){ii), to 
read as follows: 


(ii) Dose levels. For an initial 
assessment, one dose of the test 
substance may be used, the dose being 
the maximum tolerated dose or that 
producing some indication of 
cytotoxicity-(e.g., partial inhibition of 
mitosis) or shall be the highest dose 
attainable. Additional dose levels may 
be used. For determination of dose- 
response, at least three dose levels 
should be used. 


b. Paragraph (e) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in’ 
paragraphs (e) (1), (2), and (3). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
. paragraph (e)(4), which is revised to ° 
read as follows: 


(4) Analysis. The number of cells to be 
analyzed per animal should be based 
upon the number of animals used. The 
negative control frequency, the 
predetermined sensitivity and the power 
chosen for the test. Slides shall be coded 
before microscopic analysis. 


c. Paragraph (f) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears in paragraph (f){5). 


§ 798.5395 [Amended] 

16. Section 798.5395 In vivo 
mammalian bone marrow cytogenetics 
tests: Micronucleus assay, is amended 
as follows: 


a. Paragraph (d) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (d)(3)(iv), (d)(4), and (5)(ii). 

ii. By revising paragraph (d)(3)(ii), to 
read as follows: 

(ii) Age. Young adult animals shall be 
used. 

iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(3)(iii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(iii) Number and sex. At least five 
female and five male animals per 
experimental and control group shall be 
used. Thus, 10 animals would be 
sacrificed per time per group if several 
test times after treatment were included 
in the experimental schedule. The use of 
a single sex or a different number of 
animals should be justified. 


iv. By changing the word “shouid” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(5)(i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


‘(i) Vehicle. Solid and liquid test 
substances shall be dissolved or 
suspended in distilled water or isotonic 
saline. Water insoluble chemicals may 
be dissolved or suspended in 
appropriate vehicles. The vehicle used 
shall neither interfere with the test 
compound nor produce toxic effects. 
Fresh preparations of the test compound 
should be employed. 


b. Paragraph (e) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (e)(1) (ii) and {iii), and (2). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (e)(1)(i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(i) Animals shall be treated with the 
test substance once at the highest 
tolerated dose. Sampling times should 
coincide with the maximum responses of 
the assay which varies with the test 
substance. Therefore, using the highest 
dose, bone marrow samples shall be 
taken at least three times, starting not 
earlier than 12 hours after treatment, 
with appropriate intervals following the 
first sample but not extending beyond 72 
hours. When other doses are used 
sampling shall be at the maximum 
sensitive period, or, if that is not known, 
approximately 24 hours after treatment. 
Other appropriate sampling times may 
be used in addition. 


c. Paragraph (f) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears in paragraphs (f) (1) 
and (5). 


§ 798.5450 [Amended] 


17. Section 798.5450 Rodent dominant 
lethal assay, is amended as follows: 

a. Paragraph (d) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (d)(3) (ii) and (iv), (4), and 
(5)(ii). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(3)(iii), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(iii) Number. An adequate numberof 
animals should be used taking into 
account the spontaneous variation of the 
biological characteristics being 
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evaluated. The number chosen should 
be based on the predetermined 
sensitivity of detection and power of 
significance. For example, in a typical 
experiment, the number of males in each 
group shall be sufficient to provide 
between 30 and 50 pregnant females per 
mating interval. 


iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(5)(i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(i) Vehicle. When possible, test 
substances shall be dissolved or 
suspended in isotonic saline or distilled 
water. Water insoluble chemicals may 
be dissolved or suspended in 
appropriate vehicles. The vehicle used 
shall neither interfere with the test 
chemical nor produce toxic effects. 
Fresh preparations of the test chemical 
should be employed. 


b. Paragraph (e) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraph (e). 

ii. By changing the word “are” to 
“shall be” wherever it appears in 
paragraph (e)(1). 

c. Paragraph (f) is ameded by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears in paragraphs (f)(1), 
(2) and (5). 


§ 798.5460. [Amended] 


18. Section 798.5460 Rodent heritable 
translocation assays, is amended as 
follows: 

a. Paragraph (d) is ameded as follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (d)(3) (ii) and (iv), and (4). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(5)(i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(i) Vehicle. Solid and liquid test 
substances shall be dissoved or 
suspended in distilled water or istonic 
saline. Water insoluble chemicls may be 
dissolved or suspended in appropriate 
vehicles. The vehicle used shall neither 
interfere with the test chemical nor 
produce toxic effects. Fresh 
preparations of the test chemical should 
be employed. 

iii. By revising paragraph (d)(5)(ii), to 
read as follows: 

{ii) Dose levels. At least two dose 


levels shall be used. The highest dose 
level shall result in toxic effects (which 
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shall not produce an incidence of 
fatalities which would prevent a 
meaningful evaluation) or shall be the 
highest does attainable. 


‘ 


b. Paragraph (e) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” te 
“shall” wherever it appears in the 
introductory text to paragraph (e)(2). 

ii. By changing the words “should be” 
and “are” to “shall be” in certain 
sentences in paragraph (e)(1), which is 
revised to'read as follows: 

(1) Treatment and mating. The 
animals shall be dosed with the test 
substances 7 days/week over a period 
of 35 days. After treatment, each male 
shall be caged with 2 untreated females 
for a period of 1 week. At the end of 1 
week, females shall be separated from 
males and caged individually. When 
fermals give birth, the day of birth, litter 
size, and sex of progeny shall be 
recorded. All male progeny should be 
weaned and all female progeny should 
be discarded. 

c. Paragraph (f)is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears in paragraph (f) (1). 
(2}, and (5). 


§ 798.6050 [Amended] 

19. Section 798.6050 Functional 
observational battery, is amended as 
follows: 

a. Paragraph (d) is amended as 
follows: 

i. By changing the word “should” tc 
“shall” wherever it appears in 
paragraphs (d)(1)(ii) and (iii)(B), (3), and 
(8){ii). 

ii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(2), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(2) Number of animals. All exposed 
animals shall be tested. At least 10 
animals of each sex should be used at 
each dose level. If interim sacrifices are 
planned, the number should be 
increased by the number of animals 
scheduled to be sacrificed before the 
end of the study. Animals shall be 
randomly assigned to treatment and 
control groups. 


iii. By changing the word “should” to 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (d)(8){i), which is revised to 
read as follows: 


(i) All animals in a given study shall 
be observed carefully by the same 
trained technician who is blind with 
respect to the animals’ treatments. All 
animals should be observed prior to 
initiation of exposure. Subsequent 
observations should be made with 
sufficient frequency to ensure the 


detection of behavioral and/or 
neurologic abnormalities, if present. At 
minimum, observations at 1 hour, 6 
hours, 24 hours, 7 days, and 14-days and 
monthly thereafter are recommended. In 
a subchronic study, subsequent to the 
first exposure, all observations should 
be made before the daily exposure. The 
animals should be removed from the 
home cage to a standard arena for 
observation. Effort should be made to 
ensure that variations in the test 
conditions are minimal and are not 
systematically related to treatment. 
Among the variables that can affect 
behavior are sound level, temperature, 
humidity, lighting, odors, time of day, 


and environmental distractions. Explicit. 


operationally defined scales for each 
function should be used. The 
development of objective quantitative 
measures of the observational endpoints 
specified is encouraged. 

b. By changing the word “should” te 
“shall” in certain sentences in 
paragraph (e)(3), which is revised to 
read as follows: 

(3) Evaluation. of data. The findings of 
a functional observational battery 
should be evaluated in the context of 
preceding and/or concurrent toxicity 
studies and any correlative 
histopathological findings. The 
evaluation shall include the relationship 
between the doses of the test substance 
and the presence or absence, incidence 
and severity, of any neurotoxic effects. 
The evaluation should include 
appropriate statistical analyses, Choice 
of analyses should consider tests 
appropriate to the experimental design 
and needed adjustments for multiple 
comparisons. 


§ 798.6200 [Amended] 


20. Section 798.6200 Motor activity, is 
amended in paragraph (d)(1)(iii)(B) by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears. 


§ 798.6400 [Amended] 


21. Section 788.6400 Neuropathology. 
is amended as follows: 

a. Paragraph (d) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears in paragraphs (d)(1) 
(i) and (iii), and (8){ii)(C), (iii), and 
{iv)(B). 

b. Paragraph (e) is amended by 
changing the word “should” to “shall” 
wherever it appears in the introductory 
text and in paragraph (e)(1). 


[FR Doc. 86-625 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] - 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration 


49 CFR Part 571 


' [Docket No. 85-15; Notice 2] 


Federal Motor Vehicle Safety 
Standards; Extension of Public 
Comment Time 


AGENCY: National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration (NHTSA), 
Department of Transportation. 


action: Notice of request for comments; 
extension of period for public comment. 


summary: On October 22, 1985, NHTSA 
announced a comprehensive review of 
the headlighting requirements of 
Standard No. 108, Lamps, Reflective 
Devices, and Associated Equipment. In 
response to a request from Motor 
Vehicle Manufacturers Association and 
other commenters, the comment closing 
date is changed from January 20, 1986, to 
March.6, 1986. 


DATES: Comments on the notice of 
request for comments must be received 
on or before March 6, 1986. 


ADDRESS: Comments should refer to the 
docket and notice number and be 
submitted {preferably in 10 copies) to: 
Docket Section, National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration, Room 
5109, 400 Seventh Street, SW., 
Washington, DC 20590. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Deborah L. Parker, Office of 
Rulemaking, National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration, 400 Seventh 
Street, SW., Washington, DC 20590. 
Telephone (202) 426-2264. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
October 22, 1985 (50 FR 42735), NHTSA 
announced a comprehensive review of 
the headlighting requirements of Federal 
Motor Vehicle Safety Standards No. 108, 
Lamps, Reflective Devices and 
Associated Equipment, requesting that 
comments be submitted by the close of 
business on January 20, 1986. The Motor 
Vehicle Manufacturers Association 
(MVMA) filed a timely petition with the 
agency seeking a 90-day extension of 
the comment closing date. MVMA 
brought to the agency's attention the 
facts that many of its members were 
engaged in preparing response to “other 
lighting matters, including a proposal by 
the Canadian government on center 
high-mounted stop lamps, and the 
NHTSA proposals on headlamp bulbs 
and on test bulbs for other lamps,” as 
well as “preparing responses to 
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proposals or petitions for 
reconsideration of FMVSS 101, FMVSS 
208, Vehicle Theft Regulations, Heavy 
Truck Braking and Brake 
Harmonization.” In addition, the 
comment period encompasses the 
Christmas and New Year's holiday, and 
to the extent that informed comment 
requires consultation with suppliers, 
that “will be more difficult during this 
time of year.” 
Subsequently, petitions were received 
from General Motors, Ford Motor Co., 
Lucas Industries, Inc., the GTB 
International Lighting Group, and others. 
GM stated that a 90-day extension 
would result int the docket remaining 
open during the next GRE international 
lighting meeting in April 1986, and, citing 
the need to support international 
harmonization efforts of headlamp beam 
patterns, recommended a 45-day 
extension so that comments could be in 
hand by the time of the April meeting. 
Ford asked for 90 days, because of the 
need of time to determine driver seeing 
needs, glare levels, and laboratory test 
conditions so as to develop vehicle 
lighting requirements and to develop the 


requirements for an on-vehicle aiming 
system. Lucas asked for a 60-day 
extension “as this docket requires 
detailed study.” The GTB also asked for 
a 60-day extension so that its member 
companies could more thoroughly 
prepare their individual comments. 


The agency believes that a 45-day 
comment period extension is justified. 
NHTSA concurs in GM’s 
recommendation that comments on 
headlighting simplification be available 
for discussion at the GRE meeting in 
April 1986, given the fact that at the 
November 1985 meeting harmonization 
of headlamp beam patterns was 
established as the highest priority. An 
extension is justified also by the 
disruption to normal working patterns 
created by the holiday season. The 
agency, however, wishes to encourage 
manufacturers such as Ford to send 
additional comments to the docket after 
the close of the comment period, as 
research indicates, Accordingly the 
comment closing date is changed from 
January 20, 1986, to March 6, 1986. 


All comments received before the 


1543 


close of business on the comment 
closing date indicated above will be 
considered, and will be available for 
examination in the docket at the above 
address both before and after that date. 
To the extent possible, comments filed 
after the closing date will also be 
considered. However, the rulemaking 


‘action may proceed at any time after 


that date, and comments received after 
the closing date and too late for 
consideration in regard to the action will 
be treated as suggestions for future 
rulemaking. 


List of Subjects in 49 CFR Part 571 


Imports, Motor vehicle safety, Motor 
vehicles. 


(Secs. 103, 119, Pub. L. 89-563, 80 Stat. 718 (15 
U.S.C. 1392, 1407); delegations of authority at 
49 CFR 1.50 and 49 CFR 501.8) 


Issued on January 8, 1986. 
Barry Felrice, 
Associate Administrator for Rulemaking. 


[FR Doc. 86-804 Filed 1-10-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-59-M 
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Notices 


of documents appearing in this section. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Winrock International; intent To Award 
a Cooperation and Development 


AGENCY: Office of International 
Cooperation and Development, USDA. 


ACTION: Notice of intent to award a 
cooperative agreement. 


Activity: The Office of International 
Cooperation and Development intends 
to award a cooperative agreement to 
Winrock International a not for profit 
research organization to enable 
cooperative development of agricultural 
training materials for developing 
countries. 


Authority 


Section 1458 of The National 
Agricultural Research Extension and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977, as amended 
(7 U.S.C. 3291). 

The Office of International 
Cooperation and Development (OICD) 
announces the availability of funds for 
fiscal year 1986 to enter into a 
cooperative agreement with Winrock 
International in the amount of 
approximately $75,000. The agreement is 
required to fund an unsolicited proposal, 
submitted by Winrock International, 
which focuses on the development of 
training materials for use in developing 
countries, for the economic analysis of 
on-farm livestock trails in a farming 
systems research program. OICD has 
determined that work in this area would 
be on mutual benefit and is working 
with Winrock International to refine the 
proposal and execute a cooperative 
agreement. International to refine the 
proposal and execute a cooperative 
agreement. Assistance will be provided 
only to Winrock International, which 
submitted an unsolicited proposal. 
Therefore, this is not a formal request 
for applications. It is estimated that 
approximately $75,000 will be available 
in Fiscal Year 1986 to support this work. 
It is anticipated that the cooperative 


agreement will be funded over a budget 
period of 12 months. 

Information may be obtained from: 
John D. Hyslop, Program Leader, 
Worldwide Programs, Office of 
International Cooperation and 
Development, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (58-319R-6-015). 

Charlie A. Rooney, 

Acting Chief, Management Services. 
January 7, 1986. 

[FR Doc. 86-744 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 3410-DP-M 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


international Trade Administration 
[A-351-505] 


Malleable Cast Iron Pipe Fittings From 
Brazil; Preliminary Determination of 
Sales at Less Than Fair Value 


AGENCY: International Trade : 
Administration, Import Administration, 
Commerce. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: We have preliminary 
determined that malleable cast iron pipe 
fittings (pipe fittings) from Brazil are 
being, or are likely to be, sold in the 
United States at less than fair value. We 
have notified the U.S. International 
Trade Commission (ITC) of our 
determination. We have directed the 
U.S. Customs Service to suspend the 
liquidation of all entries of pipe fittings 
from Brazil as described in the 
“Suspension of Liquidation” section of 
this notice. 

If this investigation proceeds 
normally, we will make a final 
determination by March 24, 1986. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: January 14, 1986. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mary Jenkins or John Brinkmann, Office 
of Investigations, Import Administration, 
International Trade. Administration, U.S. 
Department of Comerce, 14th Street and 
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington, 
DC 20230; telephone: (202) 377-1756 or 
377-3965. 


Preliminary Determination 


We have preliminarily determined 
that pipe fittings from Brazil are being, 
or are likely to be, sold in the United 
States at less than fair value, as 
provided in section 733 of the Tariff Act 
of 1930, as amended (19 U.S.C. 1673b) 
{the Act). The dumping margins range 
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from 2.33 percent to 48.8 percent, and 
the weighted-average margin is 4.59 


Case History 


On July 31, 1985, we received a 
petition filed in proper form by the Cast 
Iron Pipe Fittings Committee on behalf 
of the domestic producers of pipe 
fittings. In compliance with the filing 
requirements of § 353.36 of the 
Commerce Regulations (19 CFR 353.36), 
the petition alleged that imports of the 
subject merchandise from Brazil are 
being, or are likely to be, sold in the 
United States at less than fair value 
within the meaning of section 731 of the 
act (19 U.S.C. 1673), and that these 
imports are materially injuring, or 
threatening material injury to, a U.S. 
industry. 

After reviewing the petition, we 
determined that it contained sufficient 
grounds upon which to initiate an 
antidumping duty investigation. We 
initiated the investigation on August 20, 
1985 (50 FR 34730), and notified the ITC 
of our action. 

On September 16, 1985, the ITC found 
that there is a reasonable indication that 
imports of pipe fittings from Brazil are 
threatening material injury to a U.S. 
industry (50 FR 38904.) 

We presented a questionnaire to 
Fundicao Tupy S.A. (Tupy) on 
September 16, 1985. We received Tupy's 
response on October 31, 1985. 
Supplemental responses were received 
December 9 and 28, 1985. 


Scope of Investigation 
The products covered by this 


’ investigation are malleable cast iron 


pipe fittings, currently classifiable in the 
Tariff Schedules of the United States 
Annotated (TSUSA) under item numbers 
610.7000 and 616.7400. 

We made comparisons on over 60 
percent of the sales of pipe fittings to the 
United States during the period of 
investigation, February 1, 1985, through 
July 31, 1985. 


Fair Value Comparisons © 


To determine whether sales of the 
subject merchandise in the United 
States were made at less than fair value. 
we compared the United States price 
based on purchase price with foreign 
market value of specified below. 
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United States Price 


As provided for in section 772(b) of 
the Act, we based the United States 
price on purchase price because the pipe 
fittings were sold to unrelated 
purchasers in the United States prior to 
importation. We made deductions, from 
the c.i.f. prices, for ocean freight, marine 
insurance and foreign inland freight. We 
added duty drawbacks to the Unite 
States prices. 


Foreign Market Value 


In accordance with section 733 of the 
Act, we calculated foreign market value 
based on home market sales. We 
compared identical merchandise where 
possible. For purposes of the 
preliminary determination, where no 
identical merchandise was sold in the 
home market, we made comparisons 
using merchandise of the same grade, 
size and dimension, and made 
adjustments of physcial differences in 
merchandise due to differences in 
pressure rating and weight. The 
adjustments for the differences in 
merchandise were based upon 

. production cost differences provided by 
the respondent. Although for purposes of 
this preliminary determination we used 
the home market sales information 
provided by the respondent, the 
Department has not made a final 
determination as to which merchandise 
sold in the home market is such or 
similar merchandise within the meaning 
of section 771 (16) of the Act. While 
Tupy did respond to the Department's 
request for additional technical data on 
which to base its such or similar 
determination, it did not provide the 
home market sales data requested by 
the Department for other pipe fittings’ 
sold in the home market. The 
Department has advised Tupy that if 
Tupy fails to provide the requested 
home market sales data and the 
Department subsequently determines 
that the merchandise for which sales 
have not been reported does constitute 
“such or similar merchandise,” the 
Department may use the best 
information available as provided for in 
section 776(b) of the Act in making its 
final antidumping duty determination. 
Since the technical data requested by 
the Department were not received until 
December 28, 1985, the Department will 
allow petitioner to comment on the 
additional product specifications before 
making our final decision on which 
product constitutes such or similar 
merchandise in the home market. 

Section 772(d)(1)(C) of the Act 
requires that indirect taxes imposed 
upon home market merchandise, but 
which have.not been collected on - 


exported merchandise by reasons of its 
exportation to the United States, be 
added to the United States price to the 
extent that such taxes are added to or 
included in the price of such or similar 
merchandise when sold im the country of 
exportation. Such a tax, the “ICM” 
(internal circulation tax), is imposed on 
home market sales, but the rate of this 
tax varies with the destingation of the 
merchandise in the home market. 
Therefore, since no single tax rate can 
be applied as an addition to United 
States price, we deducted this tax as 
well as the FINSOCIAL and IPI taxes 
from the home market prices in which 
they are included. 

We also made adjustments for credit 
expense and sales commissions in the 
home market in accordance with section 
353.15 of the commerce Regulations. 
Finally, we made an adjustment for the 
differences in the cost of packing by 
deducting the home market packing and 
adding the U.S. packing. 

Respondent claimed an adjustment for 
interest cost for maintenance of 
inventory. This adjustment was not 
granted because these costs were not 
demonstrated to be directly related to 
the home market sales of the 
merchandise under consideration. We 
have also disallowed an adjustment to 
the home market price for a level of 
trade difference between the United 
States and the home market sales 
claimed by Tupy because they did not 
demonstrate differences in the selling 
costs associated with different levels of 
trade in the home market. 

We made currency conversions from 
Brazilian cruzeiros to United States 
dollars in accordance with 353.56(a)(1) 
of our regulations using the daily 
exchange rates certified by the U.S. 
Federal Reserve Bank. 


Vertification 


As provided in section 776(a) of the 
Act, we will verify all information used 
in reaching our final determination. 


Suspension of Liquidation 


In accordance with section 733(d) of 
the Act, we are directing the United 
States Customs Service to suspend 
liquidation of all entries of pipe fittings 
from Brazil that are entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse, for 
consumption, on or after the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register. The United States Customs 
Service shall require a cash deposit or 
the posting of a bond equal to the 
estimated weighted-average amount by 
which the foreign market value of the 
merchandise subject to this 
investigation exceeds thé United States 
price as shown below. This suspension 
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of liquidation will remain in effect until 
further notice. The weighted-average 
margin for all manufacturers, sellers 
and/or exporters in 4.59. 


ITC Notification 


In accordance with section 733(f) of 
the Act, we will notify the ITC of our 
determination. In addition, we are 
making available to the ITC all 
nonprivileged and nonconfidential 
information relating to this 
investigation. We will allow the ITC 
access to all privileged and confidential 
information in our files, provided the 
ITC confirms that it will not disclose 
such information either publicly or 
under an administrative protective 
order, without the written consent of the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. The ITC will determine 
whether these imports materially injure, 
or threaten material injury to, a U.S. 
industry before the later of 120 days 
after we make our preliminary 
affirmative determination or 45 days 
after we make a final affirmative 
determination. - 


Public Comment 


In accordance with § 353.47 of our 
regulations (19 CFR 353.47), if requested, 
we will hold a public hearing to afford 
interested parties an opportunity to 
comment on this preliminary 
determination at 10:00 a.m. on February 
18, 1986, at the United States 
Department of Commerce, Room 3708, 
14th Street and Constitution-Avenue, 
NW., Washington DC 20230. Individuals 
who wish to participate in the hearing 
must submit a request to the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration, Room B099, at the 
above address within 10 days of the 
publication of this notice. Requests 
should contain: (1) The party’s name, 
address, and telephone number; (2) the 
number of participants; (3) the reason 
for attending; and (4) a list of the issues 
to be discussed. 

In addition, prehearing briefs in at 
least 10 copies must be submitted to the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary by February 
11, 1986. Oral presentations will be 
limited to issues raised in the briefs. All 
written views should be filed in 
accordance with 19 CFR 353.46, within 
30 days of the publication of this notice 
publication, at the above address and in 
at least 10 copies. 


Dated: January 7, 1986. 
Gilbert B. Kaplan, 


Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration, 
[FR Doc. 86-788 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 


BILLING CODE 3510-05-M 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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[A-580-507} 


‘Malleable Cast Iron Pipe Fittings From 
Korea; Prei Determination of 
Sales at Less Than Fair Value 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration, Import Administration, 
Commerce. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: We have preliminarily 
determined that malleable cast iron pipe 
fittings (pipe fittings) from Korea are 
being, or are likely to be, sold in the 
United States at less than fair value. We 
have notified the U.S. International 
Trade Commission (ITC) of our 
determination. We have directed the 
U.S. Customs Service to suspend the 
liquidation of all entries of pipe fittings 
from Korea that are entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse, for 
consumption, on or after the date of 
publication of this notice, and to require 
a cash deposit or bond for each entry in 
an amount equal to the estimated 
dumping margin of 13.34 percent: 

If this investigation proceeds 
normally, we wil make a final 
determination by March 24, 1986. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: January 14, 1986. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Kenneth G. Shimabukuro or Ray Busen, 
Office of Investigations, import 
Administration, International Trade 
Administration, U.S. Department of 
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution 
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20230; 
telephone: (202) 377-5332 or 377-3464. 


Preliminary Determination 


We have preliminarily determined 
that pipe fittings from Korea are being. 
or are likely to be, sold in the United 
States at less that fair value, as provided 
ir: section 733 of the Tariff Act of 1930, 
as amended (19 U.S.C. 1673b) (the Act). 
The dumping margins range from less 
than 1 percent to 96.64 percent, and the 
weighted-average margin is 13.34 
percent. 


Case History 


On July 31, 1985, we received a 
petition filed in proper form by the Cast 
Iron Pipe Fittings Committee on behalf 
of the domestic producers of pipe 
fittings. In compliance with the filing 
requirements of § 353.36 of the 
Commerce Regulations (19 CFR 353.36}, 
the petition alleged that imports of the 
subject merchandise from Korea are 
being, or are likely to be, sold in the 
United States at less than fair value 
within the meaning of section 731 of the 
Act (19 U.S.C. 1673), and that these 
imports are materially injuring, or 


threatening material injury to, a U.S. 
industry. 

After reviewing the petition we 
determined that it contained sufficient 
grounds upon which to initiate an 
antidumping duty investigation. We 
initiated the investigation on August 20, 
1985, (50 FR 34731), and notified the FTC 
of our action. 

On September 16, 1985, the ITC found 
that there is a reasonable indication that 
imports of pipe fittings from Korea are 
threatening material injury to a U.S. 
industry (U.S. ITC Pub. No. 1753, 
September 1985). 

Based on information received in 
response to a preliminary request for 
import information, we presented a 
questionnaire to Mijin Metal Industrial 
Co. Ltd. (Mijin) on September 18, 1985. 
We received Mijin’s response on 
November 7, 1985. 


Scope of Investigation 


The products covered by this 
investigation are malleable cast iron 
pipe fittings, currently classifiable in the 
Tariff Schedule of the United States 
Annotated (TSUSA) under item numbers 
610.7000 and 610.7400. 

We made comparisons on 
approximately 88 percent of sales of 
pipe fittings to the United States during 
the period of investigation, February 1, 
1985, through July 31, 1985. 


Fair Value Comparisons 


To determine whether or not sales of 
the subject merchandise in the United 
States were made at less than fair value, 
we compared the United States price 
with foreign market value as specified 
below. 


United States Price 


As provided for in section 772(b) of 
the Act, we based the United States 
price on purchase price because the pipe 
fittings were sold to unrelated 
purchasers in the United States prior to 
importation. We made deductions, from 
the c.i.f. prices, for ocean freight, marine 
insurance, foreign inland freight, and 
other shipping expenses. 


Foreign Market Value 


In accordance with section 

73(a)(1)(B) of the Act, we based foreign 
market value on sales in the home 
market of such or similar merchandise. 
We made deductions from the f.o.b. © 
price for inland freight. We made an 
adjustment for differences in credit 
costs in the foreign and U.S. markets in 
accordance with § 353.15 of our 
regulations (19 CFR 353.15). We 
deducted home market packing and 
added the U.S. packing cost. 


Verification 
As provided for in section 776(a) of 


the Act, we will verify all information 
used in reaching our final determination. 
Suspension of Liquidation 

In accordance with section 733(d) of 
the Act, we are directing the United 
States Customs Service to suspend 
liquidation of all entries of pipe fittings 
from Korea that are entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse, for 
consumption, on or after the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register. The United States Customs © 
Service shall require a cash deposit or 
the posting of a bond equal to the 
estimated weighted-average amount by 
which the foreign market value of the 
merchandise subject to this 
investigation exceeds the United States 
price as shown below. This suspension 
of liquidation will remain in effect until 
further notice. 

The weighted-average margin for 
Mijin and all other producers and 
exporters is 13.34 percent. 


ITC Notification 


In accordance with section 733(f) of 
the Act, we will notify the ITC of our 
determination. In addition, we are 
making available to the ITC alt 
nonprivileged and nonconfidential 
information relating to this 
investigation. We will allow the ITC 
access to all privileged and confidential 
information in our files, provided the 
ITC confirms that it will not disclose 
such information either publicly or 
under an administrative protective 
order, without the written consent of the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. The ITC will determine 
whether these imports materially injure, 
or threaten material injury to, a U.S. 
industry before the later of 120 days 
after we make our preliminary 
affirmative determination or 45 days 
after we make our final affirmative 
determination. 


Public Comment 


In accordance with § 353.47 of our 
regulations (19 CFR 353.47), if requested, 
we will hold a public hearing to afford 
interested parties an opportunity to 
comment on this preliminary 
determination at 2:00 p.m. on February 
13, 1986, at the United States 
Department cf Commerce, Room 1851, 
14th Street and Constitution Avenue, 
NW., Washington, DC 20230. Individuals 
who wish to participate in the hearing 
must submit a request to the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration, Room B-099, at the 
above address within 10 days of the 
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publication of this notice. Requests. 
should contain: (1) The party's name, 
address, and telephone number; (2) the 
number of participants; (3) the reason 
for attending; and (4) a list of the issues 
to be discussed. 

In addition, prehearing briefs in at 
least 10 copies must be submitted to the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary by February 
6, 1986. Oral presentations will be 
limited to issues raised in the briefs. All 
written views should be filed in 
accordance with 19 CFR 353.46, within 
30 days of the publication of this notice 
at the above address and in at least 10 
copies. 

Dated: January 7, 1986. 

Gilbert B. Kaplan, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 

[FR Doc. 86-789 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-M 


[A-583-507] 


Malleable Cast Iron Pipe Fittings From 
Taiwan; Preliminary Determination of" 
Sales at Less Than Fair Value 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration, Import Administration, 
Commerce. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: We have preliminarily 
determined that malleable cast iron pipe 
fittings (pipe fittings) from Taiwan are 
being, or are likely to be, sold in the 
United States at less than fair value. We 
have also determined that critical 
circumstances do not exist. We have 
notified the U.S. International Trade 
Commission (ITC) of our determination. 
We have directed the U.S. Customs 
Service to suspend the liquidation of all 
entries of pipe fittings from Taiwan that 
are entered, or withdrawn from 
warehouse, for consumption, on or after 
the date of publication of this notice, 
and to require a cash deposit or bond for 
each entry in an amount equal to the 
estimated dumping margin as described 
in the “Suspension of Liquidation” 
section of this notice. 

If this investigation proceeds 
normally, we will make a final 
determination by March 24, 1986. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: January 14, 1986. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Kenneth G. Shimabukuro or Ray Busen, 
Office of Investigations, Import 
Administration, International Trade 
Administration, U.S. Department of 
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution 
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20230; 
telephone: (202) 377-5332 or 377-3464. 


Preliminary Determination — 


We have preliminarily determined 
that pipe fittings from Taiwan are being, 
or are likely to be, sold in the United 
States at less than fair value, as 
provided in section 733 of the Tariff Act 
of 1930, as amended (19 U.S.C. 1673b) 
(the Act). The dumping margins range 
from 0.02 percent to 625.93 percent, and 
the weighted-average margins are 
shown in the “Suspension of 
Liquidation” section of this notice. 


Case History 


On July 31, 1985, we received a 
petition filed-in proper form by the Cast 
Iron Pipe Fittings Committee on behalf 
of the domestic producers of pipe 
fittings. In compliance with the filing 
requirements of § 353.36 of the 
Commerce Regulations (19 CFR 353.36), 
the petition alleged that imports of the 
subject merchandise from Taiwan are 
being, or are likely to be, sold in the 
United States at less than fair value 
within the meaning of section 731 of the 
Act (19 U.S.C. 1673), and that these 
imports are materially injuring, or are 
threatening material injury to, a U.S. 
industry. The petitioner also alleged that 
sales in the home market were made at 
prices below the cost of production, and 
that “critical circumstances” exist. 

After reviewing the petition we 
determined that it contained sufficient 
grounds upon which to initiate an 
antidumping investigation. We initiated 
the investigation on August 20, 1985 (50 
FR 34731), and notified the ITC of our 
action. 

On September 16, 1985, the ITC found 
that there is a reasonable indication that 


* imports of pipe fittings from Taiwan are 


threatening material injury to a U.S. 
industry (U.S. ITC Pub. No. 1753, 
September 1985). 

Based on information received in 
response to a preliminary request for 
import information, we presented 
questionnaires to Tai Yang Metal 
Industrial Co., Ltd. (Tai Yang), Kwang 
Yu Foundry Industrial Co., Ltd. (Kwang 
Yu), San Yang Metal Industrial Co., Ltd. 
(San Yang), De Ho Metal Industrial Co. 
Ltd. (De Ho), and Young Shieng Mfg. 
Co., Ltd. (Young Shieng), on October 4, 
1985. Responses were received on 
November 25, 1985, from De Ho and Tai 
Yang, on November 26, 1985, from San 
Yang, and on November 27, 1985, from 
Kwang Yu. Young Shieng did not 
respond. 


Scope of Investigation 

The products covered by this 
investigation are malleable cast iron 
pipe fittings, currently classifiable in the 
Tariff Schedules of the United States 
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Annotated (TSUSA) under item numbers 
610.7000 and 610.7400. 

We made comparisons on 
approximately 94 percent of sales of 
pipe fittings to the United States during 
the period of investigation, February 1, 
1985, through July 31, 1985. 


Fair Value Comparisons 


To determine whether or not sales of 
the subject merchandise in the United 
States were made at less than fair value, 
we compared the United States price 
with foreign market value as specified 
below. 


United States Price 


As provided for in section 722(b) of 
the Act, we based the United States 
price on purchase price because the pipe 
fittings were sold to unrelated 
purchasers in the United States prior to 
importation. We made deductions from 
the c.i.f. prices for ocean freight, marine 
insurance, foreign inland freight, export 
tax, and other shipping expenses, as 
applicable. Duty drawback and tax 
rebates were added, as applicable, in 
accordance with § 353.10(d){ii) and (iii) 
of our regulations. For Young Shieng, we 
calculated purchase price, as provided 
in section 772 of the Act, on the basis of 
offers by manufacturers in Taiwan, as 
provided in the petition. This price 
represents offers for sale to the United 
States to unrelated purchasers, reduced 
by estimated costs of importation, as 
provided in section 772(d)(2) of the Act. 


Foreign Market Value 


In accordance with section 
773(A)(1)(B) of the Act, we based foreign 
market value, for San Yang and Kwang 
Yu, on sales to third countries because 
the quantities sold in the home market 
were too small to be adequate bases for 
determining foreign market value. We 
made deductions from the c.i.f. prices for 
ocean freight, brokerage, handling, bank 
charges, and export taxes, as applicable. 
For San Yang we made an adjustment 
for differences in commissions between 
the respective markets in accordance 
with § 353.15 of our regulations. Packing 
costs were adjusted by deducting 
foreign packing and adding U.S. packing. 
However, when identical merchandise 
sold at prices above cost was not 
present in their sales to third countries, 
we used constructed value since 
information necessary to make 
comparisons between similar 
merchandise was not provided. 
Constructed value was based on the 
cost of materials and fabrication, plus 
the statutory minimums of ten percent 
and eight percent for general expenses 
and profit, respectively, plus packing. 
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We also made adjustments for 
differences in commissions, as 
applicable, in accordance with section 
773{a){4)(B) of the Act. 

In accordance with section 
773(a}(1}(A) of the Act we based foreign 


market value for De Ho and Tai Yang on * 


sales in the home market when identical 
merchandise sold at prices above cost 
was present, and on constructed value 
in accordance with section 773(A)(2) of 
the Act, when identical merchandise 
was not present. Information necessary 
to make comparisons between similar 
merchandise was not provided. When 
home market sales were used we made 
deductions from f.0.b. prices for inland 
freight. We made adjustments for 
differences in credit costs, commissions, 
and inspection.costs in accerdance with 
§ 353.15 of our regulations. Packing costs 
were adjusted, as applicable, by 
deducting foreign packing and adding 
U.S. packing. Constructed value was 
based on the cost of materials and 
fabrication, plus the statutory minimums 
of ten percent and eight percent for 
general expenses and profit, 
respectively, plus packing. We also 
made adjustments for differences in 
credit costs, commissions, and 
inspection costs in accordance with 
section.773({a}(4}(B) of the Act. We found 
sufficient sales made at prices above the 
cost of production for all four 
respondents. 

“Best information available” was used 
to determine foreign market value for 
Young Shieng since they did not 
respond. We calculated foreign market 
value based on information of offers in 
the home market, by manufacturers, 
provided in the petition. This price 
represents offers for sale to unrelated 
purchasers, reduced by estimated costs 
of transportation, as provided in section 
773 of the Act. 

The respondents provided cost 
information based on average costs per 
kilogram. Depending on the product mix. 
average costs were given to account for 
basic cost variables, such as galvanized. 
black, union, and non-union. Certain 
cost variables, such as size and amount 
of threading, were not accounted for in 
their cost submissions. For the 
preliminary determination, cost of 
production and constructed value are 
based on the fespondents's cost data. 
However, the Department is continuing 
to review the issue of whether more 
refined cost data, which takes into 
account all the pertinent cost variables. 
are necessary. The Department will 
resolve the issue prior to verification. 


Verification , 


As provided for in section 776(a) of 
the Act we will verify all information 
used in reaching our final determination. 


Preliminary Negative Determination of 
Critical Circumstances 


The petitioner alleged that imports of 
pipe fittings from Taiwan present 
“critical circumstances.” Under section 
733(e)(1) of the Act. critical 
circumstances exist when (1) there is a 
history of dumping in the United States, 
or elsewhere, on the class or kind of the 
merchandise which is the subject of the 
investigation; or the person by whom, or 
for whose account, the merchandise was 
imported knew or should have known 
that the exporter was selling the 
merchandise, which is the subject of the 
investigation, at less than its fair value; 
and (2) there have been massive imports 
of the class or kind of merchandise that 
is the.subject of the investigation over a 
relatively short period. 

In determining whether there have 
been massive imports over a relatively 
short period, we normally consider the 
following factors: (1) Whether recent 
imports have increased significantly; (2) 


~ whether recent import penetration ratios 


have increased significantly; (3) whether 
the pattern of recent imports-may be 
explained by seasonal factors, and (4) 
whether recent imports are significantly 
above average imports calculated over 
the last three years. 

Based on our analysis of these factors, 
we have preliminarily determined that 
imports of pipe fittings from Taiwan 
were not massive over.a relatively short 
period. 

We, Therefore, did net need to 
consider whether there is a history of 
dumping of pipe fittings, or whether the 
person by whom or for whose account 
this product was imported knew or 


‘should have known that the exporters 


were selling this product at less than fair 
value. 

We have preliminarily determined, for 
the reasons described above, that 


“eritical circumstances” do not exist 


with respect to pipe fittings from 
Taiwan. 


Suspension of Liquidation 


In accordance‘with section 733{d) of 
the Act, we are directing the United 
States Customs Service to suspend 
liquidation of all entries of pipe fittings 
from Taiwan that are entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse, for 
consumption, on or after the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register. The United States Customs 
Service shall.require a cash deposit or 
the posting of a bond equal to the 
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estimated weighted-average amount by 
which the foreign market value of the 
merchandise subject to this 
investigation exceeds the United States 
price as shown below. This suspension 
of liquidation will remain in effect until 
further notice. Weighted-average 
margins for the four manufacturers. who 
responded, and ‘All Others”, are shown 
below. Young Shieng’s margin, based on 
information received from the petitioner, 
is also shown. 





Weighted- 
Manufacturer/Exporter 








ITC Notification 


In accordance with section 733(f) of 
the Act, we will notify the ITC of our 
determination. In addition, we are 
making available to the ITC all 
nonprivileged and nonconfidential 
information relating to this 
investigation. We will allow the ITC 
access to all privileged and confidential 
information in our files, provided the 
ITC confirms that it will not disclose 
such information either publicly or 
under an administrative protective 
order, without the written consent of the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration: The ITC will determine 
whether these imports materially injure. 
or threaten material injury to a U.S. 
Industry before the later of 120 days 
after we make our preliminary 
affirmative determination or 45 days 
after we make our final affirmative 
determination. 


Public Comment 


In accordance with § 353.47 of our 
reguations (19 CFR 353.47), if requested, 
we will hold a public hearing to afford 
interested parties an opportunity to 
comment on this preliminary 
determination at 10:00 a.m. on February 
13, 1986, at the United States 
Department of Commerce, Room 1851, 
14th Street and Constitution Avenue, 
NW.., Washington DC, 20230. Individuals 
who wish to participate in the hearing 
must subinit‘a request to the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for Import. - . 
Administration, Room BO099, at the 
above address within 10 days of the 
publication of this notice.. Requests 
should contain: (1) The party's name, 
address, and telephone number; (2) the 
number of participants; (3) the reasons 
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for attending; and (4) a list of the issues 
to be discussed. 

In addition, prehearing briefs in at 
least 10 copies must be submitted to the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary by February 
6, 1986. Oral presentations will be 
limited to issues raised in the briefs. All 
written views should be filed in 
accordance with 19 CFR 353.46, within 
30 days of the publication of this notice 
at the above address and in at least 10 
copies. 

Dated: January 7, 1986. 

Gilbert B. Kaplan, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 

[FR Doc. 86-790 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-M 


[A-583-506] 


Nonmalieable Cast fron Pipe Fittings 
From Taiwan, Preliminary 
Determination of Sales at Not Less 
Than Fair Value 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration, Import Administration, 
Commerce. 

ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: We have preliminarily 
determined that nonmalleable cast iron 
pipe fittings (nonmalleable pipe fittings) 
from Taiwan are not being, or are not 
likely to be, sold in the United States at 
less than fair value. We have notified 
the U.S. International Trade 
Commission (ITC) of our determination. 
If this investigation proceeds normally, 
we will make a final determination by 
March 24, 1986. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: January 13, 1986. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Kenneth G. Shimabukuro or Ray Busen, 
Office of Investigations, Import 
Administration, International Trade 
Administration, U.S. Department of 
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution 
Avenue NW., Washington, DC 20230; 
telephone: (202) 377-5332 or 377-3464. 
Preliminary Determination 

We have preliminarily determined 
that nonmalleable pipe fittings from 
Taiwan are not being, nor are likely to 
be, sold in the United States at less than 
fair value, as provided in section 733 of 
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19 
U.S.C. 1673b) (the Act). The weighted 
average margin for Tai Hau and all 
other producers and exporters is 0.12 
percent, and is de minimis. 


Case History 


On July 31, 1985, we received a 
petition filed in proper form by the Cast 
Iron Pipe Fittings Committee on behalf 
of the domestic producers of pipe 


fittings. In compliance with the filing 
requirements of § 353.36 of the 
Commerce Regulations (19 CFR 353.36), 
the petition alleged that imports of the 
subject merchandise from Taiwan are 
being, or are likely to be, sold in the 
United States at less than fair value 
within the meaning of section 731 of the 
Act (19 U.S.C. 1673), and that these ~ 
imports are materially injuring, or are 
threatening material injury to, a U.S. 
industry. 

After reviewing the petition we 
determined that it contained sufficient 
grounds upon to initiate an antidumping 
investigation. We initiated the 
investigation on August 20, 1985 (50 FR 
34731), and notified the ITC of our 
action. 

- On September 16, 1985, the ITC found 
that there is a reasonable indication that 
imports of nonmalleable pipe fittings 
from Taiwan are threatening material 
injury to a U.S. industry (U.S. ITC Pub. 
No. 1753, September 1985). 

Based on information received in 
response to a preliminary request for 
import information, we presented a 
questionnaire to Tai Hau Iron and Steel 
Co. (Tai Hau) on October 4, 1985. We 
received Tai Hau’s response on 
November 25, 1985. 

Tai Jet International Corporation (Tai 
Jet) filed a voluntary response on 
November 25, 1985, The response, 
however, was not used for the 
preliminary determination since it was 
not complete. It is Department policy not 
to use voluntary responses unless they 
are complete at the time of the 
preliminary determination. 


Scope of Investigation 


The products covered by this 
investigation are nonmalleable cast iron 
pipe fittings, currently classifiable in the 
Tariff Schedules of the United States 
Annotated (TSUSA) under item numbers 
610.6240 and 610.6500. 

We made comparisons on 
approximately 95 percent of sales of 
nonmalleable pipe fittings to the United 
States during the period of investigation, 
February 1, 1985, through July 31, 1985. 


Fair Value Comparisons 


To determine whether or not sales of 
the subject merchandise in the United 
States were made at less than fair value, 
we compared the United States price 
with foreign market value as specified 
below. 


United States Price 

As provided for in section 772(b) of 
the Act, we based the United States 
price on purchase price because the 


nonmalleable pipe fittings were sold to 
unrelated purchasers in the United 
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States prior to importation. We made 
deductions, from the c.i.f. prices, for 
ocean freight, marine insurance, foreign 
inland freight, and brokerage. 


Foreign Market Value 


In accordance with section 773(a)(2) 
of the Act, we based foreign market 
value on constructed value since, during 
the period of investigation, Tai Hau had 
no sales in the home market nor 
sufficient sales to third countries. 
Constructed value was based on the 
cost of materials and fabrication, plus 
the statutory minimums of ten percent 
and eight percent for general expenses 
and profit, respectively, plus packing. 
The respondent provided one average 
cost per kilogram for all products. For 
the preliminary determination 
constructed value is based on the 
respondent's cost data. However, the 
Department is continuing to review the 
issue of whether one average cost for all 
products is sufficient, or whether 
separate production costs for all product 
categories are necessary. The 
Department will resolve this issue prior 
to verification. 


Verification 


As provided for in section 776(a) of 
the Act we will verify all information 
used in reaching our final determination. 
ITC Notification 

In accordance with section 733(f) of 
the Act, we will notify the ITC of our 
determination. In addition, we are 
making available to the ITC all 
nonprivileged and nonconfidential 
information relating to this 
investigation. We will allow the ITC 
access to all privileged and confidential 
information in our files, provided the 
ITC confirms that it will not disclose 
such information either publicly or 
under an administrative protective 
order, without the written consent of the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. The ITC will determine 
whether these imports materially injure, 
or threaten material injury to, a U.S. 
industry before the later of 120 days 
after we make our preliminary 
affirmative determination or 45 days 
after we make our final affirmative 
determination. 


Public Comment 


In accordance with § 353.47 of our - 
regulations.(19 CFR 353.47), if requested, 
we will hold a public hearing to afford 
interested parties an opportunity to 
comment on this preliminary 
determination at 10 a.m. on February 13, 
1986, at the United States Department of 
Commerce, Room 1851, 14th Street and. 
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Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington 
DC 20230. Individuals who wish to 
participate in the hearing must submit a 
request to the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Import Administration, 
Room B099, at the above address within 
10 days of the publication of this notice. 
Requests should contain: (1) The party's 
name, address, and telephone number; 
(2) the number of participants; (3) the 
reason for attending; and (4) a list of the 
issues to be discussed. 

In addition, prehearing briefs in at 
least 10 copies must be submitted to the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary by February 
6, 1986. Oral presentations will be 
limited to issues raised in the briefs. All 
written views should be filed in 
accordance with 19 CFR 353.46, within 
30 days of the publication of this notice 
at the above address and in at least 10 
copies. 

Dated: January 7, 1986. 

Gilbert B. Kaplan, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 

[FR Doc. 86-791 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-m 


Minority Business Development 
Agency 


[Project |. D. Number 06-10-86001-01) 


Financial Assistance Application 
Announcements; Lubbock Minority 
Business Development Center (MBDC); 
Texas 


January 8, 1986. 
SUMMARY: The Minority Business 
Development Agency (MBDA) 
announces that it is soliciting 
competitive applications under its 
Minority Business Development Center 
(MBDC) Program to operate an MBDC 
for a three (3) year period; subject to 
available funds. The cost of 
performance for the first twelve (12) 
months is estimated at $317,647 for the 
project's performance period of 04/01/86 
to 03/31/87. The MBDC will operate in 
the Lubbock and Midland-Odessa, 
Texas, Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(MSA). 

The first year’s cost for the MBDC will 
consist of: 


245,455 
24,545 
270,000 
47,647 
317,647 


‘Can be a combination of cash, in-kind contribution and 
fees for services. 


The funding instrument for the MBDC 
will be a cooperative agreement and 


competition is open to individuals, 
nonprofit and for-profit organizations, 
local and state governments, American 
Indian Tribes and educational 
institutions. 

The MBDC will provide management 
and technical assistance (M&TA) to 
eligible clients for the establishment and 
operation of businesses. The MBDC 
program is designed to assist those 
minority businesses that have the 
highest potential for success. In order to 
accomplish this, MBDA supports MBDC 
programs that can; coordinate and 
broker public and private sector 
resources on behalf of minority 
individuals and firms; offer them a full 
range of management and technical 
assistance (M&TA); and serve as a 
conduit of information and assistance 
regarding minority business. 

Applications will be judged on the 
experience and capability of the firm 
and its staff in addressing the needs of 
minority business individuals and 
organizations; the resources available to 
the firm in providing management and 
technical assistance (M&TA); the firm's 
proposed approach to performing the 
work requirements included in the 
application; and the firm’s estimated 
cost for providing such assistance. It is 
advisable that applicants have an 
existing office in the geographic region 
for which they are applying. 

The MBDC will operate for a three (3) 
year period with periodic reviews 
culminating in annual evaluations to 
determine if funding for the project 
should continue. Continued funding will 
be at the discretion of MBDA, based on 
such factors as an MBDC’s satisfactory 
performance, the availability of funds, 
and Agency priorities. 


CLOSING DATE: The closing date for 
application is February 19, 1986. 
Applications must be postmarked on or 
before February 19, 1986. 


ADDRESS: MBDA—Dallas Regional 
Office, 1100 Commerce Street, Suite 
7B23, Dallas, Texas 75242-0790. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Marie Hearne, Business Development 
Clerk, Dallas Regional Office, 214-767- 
8001. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Questions concerning the preceding 
information, copies of application kits 
and applicable regulations can be 
obtained at the above address. 

Melda Cabrera, 

Acting Regiona! Director, Minority Business 
Development Agency, Dallas Regional Office. 
(FR Doc. 86-781 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-21-M ; 
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National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 


information Relating to Bowhead 
Whales 


AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), NOAA, Commerce.. 


ACTION: Notice of information and 
request for public comment. 


summary: Information is published by 
NOAA for use in the development of the 
U.S. position before the International 
Whaling Commission (IWC) on the 
aboriginal/subsistence take of bowhead 
whales and in the domestic allocation of 
the existing. IWC quota for bowhead 
whales to U.S. natives. By this notice, 
the Agency is soliciting public comment 
on the proposed Agency range for 
domestic implementation of the IWC 
bowhead whale catch limit. 


DATE: Comments must be submitted on 
or before February 28, 1986. 


ADDRESS: Written comments may be 
mailed to Office of International 
Fisheries, 3300 Whitehaven Street, NW.. 
Room 248, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, Washington, DC, 20235. A list of 
documents reviewed for this action may 
be obtained on request, and the 
documents examined during business 
hours (9 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.) at this 
address. ; 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Becky Rootes, (202) 634-7303. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: NOAA is 
responsible for implementation and 
enforcement of the Marine Mammal 
Protection Act, the Endangered Species 
Act and the Whaling Convention Act. In 
addition, it provides staff support to the 
U.S. Commissioner to the IWC and to 
the IWC Interagency Committee. , 
Consistent with these responsibilities, 
the Agency develops positions relating 
to the aboriginal/subsistence harvest of 
bowhead whales pursuant to Paragraph 
13 of the Schedule to the International 
Convention on the Regulation of 
Whaling, 1946. In order to provide for 
additional review and comment by the 
public on the data upon which the U.S. 
positions are based the following 
information is provided: (1) The IWC 
catch level available for the U.S. 
aboriginal/subsistence bowhead whale 
harvest, (2) a summary of available 
bowhead scientific information 
including estimates of current 
population level and annual recruitment 
rates, (3) a summary of information on 
nature and extent of aboriginal/ 
subsistence need, (4) the range of 
aboriginal/subsistence harvest-limits 
which could be implemented 
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domestically and, (5) a list of documents 
reviewed by NOAA and relied on by the 
Administrator in making the above 
findings, By this notice, the Agency is 
soliciting public comment on the 
proposed Agency range for domestic 
implementation of the IWC bowhead 
whale catch limit. 


1. Catch Level 


At the 37th Annual Meeting of the 
IWC, Bournemouth, U.K., July 15-19, 
1985, the following catch limit was 
established for aboriginal/subsistence 
whaling: “The taking of bowhead 
whales from the Bering Sea stock by 
aborigines is permitted, but only when 
the meat and products of such whales 
are to be used exclusively for local 
consumption by the aborigines and 
further provided that: For each of the 
years 1985, 1986, and 1987, 26 ? whales 
may be struck. However, strikes not 
used in 1 year may be transferred to the 
subsequent year, provided that no more 
than 32 whales may be struck in any 1 


Footnote 2: “Each year this figure will be 
reviewed and if necessary amended on the 
basis of the advice of the Scientific 
Committee.” 


’ 2. Scientific Information 


The IWC Scientific Committee, at the 
1985 IWC meeting, agreed on a point 
estimate of 4,417 for the current 
population size for bowhead whales 
which is an increase over the 1984 
population estimate of 3,871. Based upon 
analysis by NMFS scientists, two range 
estimates of annual net recruitment, 
.011-.0165 and .014-.024, neither of 
which takes into account hunt removals; 
are given, with the latter considered to 
be superior. Applying these two range 
estimates to the current point estimate 
of 4,417, we derive two estimates of 
actual recruits into the population 
before hunt removals: 49-73 and 62-106. 


3. Aboriginal/Subsistence Need 


The Department of Interior (DOI) 
conducted the last major analysis of the 
nature and extent of aboriginal/ 
subsistence need for bowhead whales 
and whaling in 1983. This analysis 
provided the basis for the U.S. 
submissions concerning aboriginal/ 
subsistence need to the IWC in 1983 and 
1984, and in 1985 the DOI advised the 
U.S. Commissioner that there had been 
no change in circumstances to change 
the assessment since 1984. The 
conclusions drawn by DOI are as 
follows: 

(1). Need based on historical catch per 
crew, 1960-1983 = 26 landed whales; 
and “a 


(2). Village need based on per capita 
returns = 24 landed whales; and 

(3). Need based on participation = 26 
landed whales. 

The conclusion was that the Alaskan 
Eskimos’ need would be satisfied by 26 
landed whales, and, using the best 
estimate then available of hunting 
efficiency, 52 strikes. The final 
assessment, given the Alaska Eskimo 
Whaling Commission (AEWC) 
commitment to improve hunting 
efficiency, was that the Alaskan 
Eskimos’ need could be met with 35 
strikes to land 26 whales. 


4. Domestic Harvest Range 


Based upon the IWC management 
scheme for aboriginal/subsistence 
whaling which states (Schedule 
paragraph 13): 

(2) For stocks below the maximum 
sustainable yield (MSY) level but above a 
certain minimum level, aboriginal/ 
subsistence catches shall be permitted so 
long as they are set at levels which allow 
whales stocks to move to the MSY level. 


The catch limit for bowhead whales 
for 1986, established by the IWC, is 26 
strikes; however, those whales not 
struck in 1985 may be transferred to the 
1986 limit. Eighteen whales were struck 
in 1985. In no event may the catch limit 
exceed 32 strikes. The range under 
consideration for the 1986 catch limit is 
26-32 strikes. Because the aboriginal/ 
subsistence need estimate is for 35 
strikes, NOAA proposes to allocate 32 
strikes for the aboriginal/subsistence 
bowhead whale catch limit. 


5. Documents Reviewed 


A list of the documents reviewed for 
this action may be obtained on request 
from the address above. The documents 
are available for public inspection 
during the 45-day public comment 
period at the same address. 

Dated: January 9, 1986. 

Carmen J. Blondin, 
Deputy Assistant Administrator for Fisheries 


Resource Management, National Marine 
Fisheries Service. 


[FR Doc. 86-771 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-22-M 


National Technical Information 
Service 


intent to Grant Exclusive Patent 
License; SmithKline & French 
international Co. 


The National Technical Information 
Service (NTIS), U.S. Department of 
Commerce, intends to grant to 
SmithKline & French International 
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Company, having a place of business at 
1500 Spring Garden Street, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 19101, an exclusive right 
in the United States to manufacture, use, 
and sell products embodied in the 
invention entitled “Isolation of 
Hepatitus A Virus Strain HM-175,” U.S. 
Patent 4,532,215 and U.S. Patent 
Application 6-652, 067. The patent rights 
in this invention have been assigned to 


the United States of America, as 


represented by the Secretary of 
Commerce. 


The proposed exclusive license will 
be royalty-bearing and will comply with 
the terms and conditions of 35 U.S.C. 209 
and 37 CFR 404.7. The proposed license 
may be granted unless, within sixty 
days from the date of this published 
Notice, NTIS receives written evidence 
and argument which establishes that the 
grant of the proposed license’ would not 
serve the public interest. 


Inquiries, comments and other 
materials relating to the proposed 


_ license must be submitted to the 


attention of Robert P. Auber, Director, 
Office of Federal Patent Licensing, NTIS, 
Box 1423, Springfield, VA 22151. 

Douglas J. Campion, 

Office of Federal Patent Licensing, U.S. 
Department of Commerce, National Technical 
Information Service. 

{FR Doc. 86-756 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE. 3510-04-M 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Office. of the Secretary 


Defense Science Board; Advisory 
Committee Meeting 


ACTION: Notice of Advisory Committee 
Meeting. 


summary: The Defense Science Board 
will meet in closed session on 12-13 
February 1986 in the Pentagon, 
Arlington, Virginia. 

The mission of the Defense Science 
Board is to advise the Secretary of 
Defense and.the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Research and Engineering 
on scientific and technical matters as 
they affect the perceived needs of the 
Department of Defense. At this meeting 
the Board will discuss interim findings 
and tentative recommendations 
resulting from ongoing Task Force 
activities associated with Strategic, 
Tactical, Intelligence/Command, 
Control and Communications, and 
Technology issues. The Board will also 
discuss plans for future consideration of 
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as hipasaeae ee national 
defense posture. 

In accordance with section 10{d) of 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act, 
Pub. L. No. 92-463, as amended (5 U.S.C. 
App. IL, (1982)), it has been determined 
that this DSB Task Force meeting 
concerns matters listed in 5 U.S.C. 
552b(c)(1) (1982), and that accordingly 
these meetings will be closed to the 
public. 

Patricia H. Means, 

OSD Federal Register Liaison Officer. 
Department of Defense. 

January 8, 1986. 

[FR Doc. 86-767 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 3810-01-¥ 


President’s Biue Ribbon Commission 
on Defense Management; Meeting 


ACTION: Notice of closed meeting. 


SUMMARY: The President's Blue Ribbon 


Commission on Defense Management 
announces a forthcoming meeting 
beginning at.8:30 a.m. on February 5 and 
6, 1986, at 735 Jackson Place NW.. 
Washington, DC 20503. 

Discussion during the meeting will 
include classified matters of national 
security and other matters which cannot 
be addressed in open forum throughout. 
Such discussions cannot reasonably be 
segregated for separate open and closed 
sessions without defeating the 
effectiveness and purpose of the overall 
meeting. Accordingly, consistent with 
section 10({d) of Pub. L. 92-463, the 
“Federal Advisory Committee Act,” and 
section 552b {c){1) and (c){9){B) of Title 
5, United States Code, this meeting will 
be closed to the public. 

Agenda: The Commission will meet to 
continue its consideration of defense 
management policy and procedures and 
its preparation of reports to the 
President on acquisition and 
procurement issues and on defense 
organization. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Herbert E. Hetu (Public Affairs}, 
1899 L Street NW., Suite 400, 
Washington, DC 20036. Telephone: (202) 
466-7080 or {202} 395-3198. 

Patricia H. Means, 

OSD Federal Register Liaison Officer. 
Department of Defense. 

January 8, 1986. 

[FR Doc. 86-766 Filed 1-13-86, 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 3810-01-M 


Department of the Army 
Army Science Board; Closed Meeting 


In accordance with section 10{a)(2) of 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act 
(Pub. L. 92-463), announcement is made 
of the following Committee Meeting: 

Name of the Committee: Army Science 
Board (ASB). 

Dates of Meeting: Friday, 14 February 1986. 

Times of Meeting: 0900-1600 hours. 

Places: The Pentagon, Washington, DC. 

Agenda: The Army Science Board 1986 
Summer Study Panel on C*l Requirements for 
AirLand Battle will meet to organize, receive 
background briefings, and plan future 
meetings to include the final two-week report 
writing session in June 1986. This meeting 
will be closed to the public in accordance 
with section 552b{c) of Title 5, U-S.C., 
specifically subparagraph (1) thereof, and 
Title 5, U.S.C., Appendix 1, subsection 10(d). 
The classified and nonclassified matters to 
be discussed are so inextricably intertwined 
so as to preclude opening any portion of the 
meeting. The ASB Administrative Officer, 
Sally Warner, may be contacted for further 
information at (202) 685-3039 or 695-7046. 
Sally A. Warner, 

Administrative Officer, Army Science Board. 
{FR Doc. 86-741 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3710-08-™ 


DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 


Office of the Secretary 
National Petroleum Council; Renewal 


Pursuant to section 14(a)(2)(A) of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act, and 
§ 101-6.1015 of the Interim Rule on 
Advisory Committee Management, and 
following consultation with the 
Committee Management Secretariat, 
General Services Administration, notice 
is hereby given that the National 
Petroleum Council has been renewed for 
a 2-year period ending December 31, 
1987. 

The renewal of the National 
Petroleum Council has been determined 
necessary and in the public interest in 
connection with the performance of 
duties imposed upon the Department of 
Energy by law. The Council will operate 
in accordance with the Federal 
Advisory. Committee Act (Pub. Law No. 
92-463), the Department of Energy 
Organization Act (Pub. Law No. 95-91), 
and the General Services 
Administration Interim Rule on 
Advisory Committee Management, and 
related requirements. 

Further information regarding this 
advisory committee may be obtained 
from Gloria Decker (202) 252-8990. 


Issued in Washington,DC on January 9, 
1986. 
K. Dean Helms, 
Advisary Committee Management Officer: 
[FR Doc. 86-799 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45.am} 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


National Petroleum Council, Refinery 
Survey Task Group; Meeting 


Notice is hereby given that the 
Refinery Survey Task Group will meet 
in January 1986. The National Petroleum 
Council was established to provide 
advice, information, and 
recommendations to the Secretary of 
Energy on matters relating to oil and 
natural gas or the oi! and natural gas 
industries. The Refinery Survey Task 
Group will address previous Council 
refining studies and evaluate future 
refinery operations and their impact on 
petroleum markets. Its analysis and 
findings will be based on information 
and data to be gathered by the various 
task groups. 

The Refinery Survey Group will hold 
its seventh meeting on Thursday, 
January 30, 1986, starting at 9:00 a.m., in 
the Conroe Room of the Four Seasons. 
Hotel, Houston Center, 1300 Lamar 
Street, Houston, Texas. 

The tentative agenda for the Refinery 
Survey Task Group meeting follows: 

1. Opening remarks by the Chairman 
and Government Cochairman. 

2. Review individual drafting 
assignments. 

3. Discuss any other matters pertinent 
to the overall assignment from the 
Secretary of Energy. 

The meeting is open to the public. The 
Chairman of the Refinery Survey Task 
Group is empowered to conduct the 
meeting in a fashion that will, in his 
judgment, facilitate the orderly conduct 
of business. Any member of the public 
who wishes to file a written statement 
with the Refinery Survey Task Group . 
will be permitted to do so, either before 
or after the meeting. Members of the 
public who wish to make oral 
statements should inform Ms. Pat 
Dickinson, Office of Oil, Gas, Shale and 
Coal Liquids, Fossil Energy, 301/353- 
2430, prior to the meeting and 
reasonable provision wil! be made for 
their appearance on the agenda. 

Summary minutes of the meeting will 
be available for. public review at the 
Freedom of Information Public Reading 
Room, Room 1E-190, DOE Forrestal 
Building, 100 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, DC, between the 
hours of 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday - 
through Friday, except Federal holidays. 
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Issued at Washington, DC, on January 7, 
1985. 


Donald L. Bauer, 

Acting Assistant Secretary for Fossil Energy. 
[FR Doc. 86-796 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


National Petroleum Council, U.S. 
Petroleum Refining Coordinating 
Subcommittee on U.S. Petroleum 
Refining; Meeting 


Notice is hereby given that the 
Coordinating Subcommittee on U.S. 
Petroleum Refining will meet in January 
1986. The National Petroleum Council 
was established to provide advice, 
information, and recommendations to 
the Secretary of Energy on matters 
relating to oil and natural gas or the oil 
and natural gas industries. The 
Coordinating Subcommittee on U.S. 
Petroleum Refining will address 
previous Council refining studies and 
evaluate future refinery operations and 
their impact on petroleum markets. Its 
analysis and findings will be based on 
information and data to be gathered by 
the various task groups. 

The Coordinating Subcommittee on 
U.S. Petroleum Refining will hold its 
ninth meeting on Thursday, January 30, 
1986, starting at 1:00 p.m., in the Conroe 
Room of the Four Seasons Hotel, 
Houston Center, 1300 Lamar Street, 
Houston, Texas. 


The tentative agenda for the 
Coordinating Subcommittee on U.S. 
Petroleum Refining meeting follows: 

1. Opening remarks by. the Chairman 
and Government Cochairman. 

2. Discuss study assignments. 

3. Review task group assignments. 

4. Discuss any other matters pertinent 
to the overall assignment from the 
Secretary of Energy. 

The meeting is open to the public. The 
Chairman of the Coordinating 
Subcommittee on U.S. Petroleum 
Refining is empowered to conduct the 
meeting in a fashion that will, in his 
judgment, facilitate the orderly conduct 
of business. Any member of the public 
who wishes to file a written statement 
with the Coordinating Subcommittee on 
U.S. Petroleum Refining will be 
permitted to do so, either before or after 
the meeting. Members of the public who 
wish to make oral statements should 
inform Ms. Pat Dickinson, Office of Oil, 
Gas, Shale and Coal Liquids, Fossil 
Energy, 301/353-2430, prior to the 
meeting and reasonable provision will 
be made for their appearance on the 
agenda. 

Summary minutes of the meeting will 
be available for public review at the 
Freedom of Information Public Reading 
Room, Room 1E-190, DOE Forrestal 
Building, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, DC, between the 
hours of 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday 
through Friday, except Federal holidays. 
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Issued at Washington, DC, on January 8, 
1986. 
Donald L. Bauer, 
Acting Assistant Secretary for Fossil Energy. 
[FR Doc. 86-797 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


Office of Hearings and Appeals 


Cases Filed; Week of December 13 
Through December 20, 1985 


During the Week of December 13 
through December 20, 1985, the appeals 
and applications for exception or other 
relief listed in the Appendix to this 
Notice were filed with the Office of 
Hearings and Appeals of the 
Department of Ene 

Under DOE procedural regulations, 10 
CFR Part 205, any person who will be 
aggrieved by the DOE action sought in 
these cases may file written comments 
on the application within ten days of 
service of notice, as prescribed in the 
procedural regulations. For purposes of 
the regulations, the date of service of 
notice is deemed to be the date of 
publication of this Notice or the date of 
receipt by an aggrieved person of actual 
notice, whichever occurs first. Al] such 
comments shall be filed with the Office 
of Hearings and Appeals, Department of 
Energy, Washington, DC 20585. 


Dated: January 8, 1986. 
George B. Breznay, 
Director, Office of Hearings and Appeals. 


List OF CASES RECEIVED BY THE OFFICE OF HEARINGS AND APPEALS 


[Week of Dec. 13 through Dec. 20, 1985] 


Name and location of applicant 


Economic Regulatory Administration, Washington, DC 


National Helium/West Virginia, Charleston, WV 


REFUND APPLICATIONS RECEIVED 
(Week of Dec. 13 to Dec. 20, 1985) 


12/13/85 
12/16/85 
12/16/85 
12/16/85 
12/16/85 


Pacer/Carse Oil Company RF218-1 

Gulf/Defense Logistics Agency .| RF40-3084 

Lowe/Keltder Enterprises 

Harris/Lucky "7" 

Quaker State/Tolson Oil Co. | RF213-8 
of W: 


aco. 
oie State/Tolson Oil Co. | AF213-9 
of Austin. 
Harris/Kieman Enterprises. 


12/16/85 


42/16/85 RF 193-16 


interlocutory. if granted: The December 12, 1985 Appeal of the Remedial 


Order issued to Mountain Fue! Supply Co. on November 8, 1985 (Case No. 
HRO-0084) would be dismissed. 


Request for modification/rescission in the second stage refund proceeding. 
granted: The November 5, 1985 Decision and Order (Case No. RQ3-219) 


issued to West Virginia would be modified regarding the state's application 
for refund submitted in the National Helium Second Stage Refund Pro- 


ceeding. 7 
Request for modification/rescission in the second stage refund 


granted: The November 5, 1985 Decision and Order (Case No. ROQ43-206) 
issued to Ohio would be modified regarding the firm's application for 
refund submitted in the Windham second stage refund proceeding. 


REFUND APPLICATIONS RECEIVED—Continued 
{Week of Dec. 13 to Dec. 20, 1985] 


Name of refund proceeding/ 
name of refund applicant 


12/16/85 
12/16/85....... 
12/16/85 


12/16/85... Fuel/Westport | RF 118-2 


Energy 


* 12/16/85 


REFUND APPLICATIONS RECEIVED—Continued 
[Week of Dec. 13 to Dec. 20, 1985) 


12/16/85 - | RF161-89 


12/16/85 RF47-20 
OKC/Wesipor Energy Corpo- | RF 13-39 


12/16/85 eatieeetian Cyanamid | RF 40-2086 
Company. 
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REFUND APPLICATIONS RECEIVED—Continued 
{Week of Dec. 13 to Dec. 20, 1985] 


12/16/85 


Power Company. 
12/16/85.......| Gulf/Shelton Gulf Service 
| Lowe/G.F. Stockton, Inc. 


12/18/65....... 
12/19/85......| Receive 


12/19/85 

12/20/85....... 
12/20/88....... 
12/20/85.....| 


12/20/85... 


[FR Doc. 86-800 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


Issuance of Proposed Decision and 
Order; Week of November 25 Through 
November 29, 1985 


During the week of November 25 
through November 29, 1985, the 
proposed decision and order 
summarized below was issued by the 
Office of Hearings and Appeals of the 
Department of Energy with regard to an 
application for exception. 


Under the procedural regulations that . 


apply to exception proceedings (10 CFR 
Part 205, Subpart D), any person who 
will be aggrieved by the issuance of a 
proposed decision and order in final 
form may file a written notice of 
objection within ten days of service. For 
purposes of the procedural regulations, 
the date of service of notice is deemed 
to be the date of publication of this 
Notice or the date an aggrieved person 
— actual notice, whichever occurs 
irst. 

The procedural regulations provide 
that an aggrieved party who fails to file 
a Notice of Objection within the time 
period specified in the regulations will 
be deemed to consent to the issuance of 
the proposed decision and order in final 
form. An aggrieved party who wishes to 
contest a determination made in a 
proposed decision and order must also 
file a detailed statement of objections 
within 30 days of the date of service of 
the proposed decision and order. In the 
statement of objections, the aggrieved 
party must specify each issue of fact or 
law that it intends to contest in any 
further proceeding involving the 
exception matter. 

Copies of the full text of this proposed 
decision and order are available in the 
Public Docket Room of the Office of 
Hearings and Appeals, Room 1E-234, 
Forrestal Building, 1000 Independence 


Avenue SW., Washington, DC 20585, 
Monday through Friday, between the 
hours of 1:00 p.m. and 5:00-p.m., except 
federal holidays. 


Dated: January 6, 1986. 


George B. Breznay, 
Director, Office of Hearings and Appeals. 


Anschutz Corporation, Denver, CO, KEE- 


0003 

The Anschutz Corporation (Anschutz) filed 
an Application for Exception from the 
provisions of the mandatery EIA-758(A) form 
filing requirement. The exception request, if 
granted, would remove Anschutz from the list 
of firms required to respond to the EIA- 
758(A} survey of August 1985. On November 
25, 1985, the Department of Energy issued a 

Decision and Order which 

determined that the exception request be 
granted. 


[FR Doc. 86-8601 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-¥ 


© 


issuance of Proposed Decisions and 
Orders; Period of December 9 Through 
December 20, 1985 


During the period of December 9 
through December 20, 1985, the proposed 
decisions and orders summarized below 
were issued by the Office of Hearings 
and Appeals of the Department of 
Energy with regard to applications for 
exception. , 

Under the procedural regulations that 
apply to exception proceedings (10 CFR 
Part 205, Subpart D), any person who 
will be aggrieved by the issuance of a 
proposed decision and order in final 
form may file a written notice of 
objection within ten days of service. For 
purposes of the procedural regulations, 
the date of service of notice is deemed 
to be the date of publication of this 
Notice or the date an aggrieved person 
receives actual notice, whichever occurs 
first. 

The procedural regulations provide 
that an aggrieved party whe fails to file 
a Notice of Objection within the time 
period specified in the regulations will 
be deemed to consent to the issuance of 
the proposed decision and order in final 
form. An aggrieved party who wishes to 
contest a determination made in a 
proposed decision and order must also 
file a detailed statement of objections 
within 30 days of the date of service of 
the proposed decision and order. In the 
statement of objections, the aggrieved 
party must specify each issue of fact or 
law that it intends to contest in any 
further proceeding involving the 
exception matter. 

Copies of the full text of these 
proposed decisions and orders are 
available in the Public Docket Room of 
the Office of Hearings and Appeals, 
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Room 1E-234, Forrestal Building, 1000 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, DC 20585, Monday through 
Friday, between the hours of 1:00 p.m. 
and 5:00 p.m., except federal holidays. 


Dated: January 8, 1986. 
George B. Breznay, 
Director, Office of Hearings and Appeals. 


Proposed Decisions and Orders 


Bernard Schafer Petroleum; Pewamo, 
Michigan, HEE-0132 

On March 19, 1985, Bernard Schafer 
Petroleum (Schafer) filed an Application for 
Exception from its requirement to file form 
EIA-7825, the “Reseller/Retailer’s Petroleum 
Product Sales Report”. The exception request, 
if granted, would permit Schafer to cease 
filing the reports. On December 129, 1985, the 
Department of Energy issued a Proposed 
Decision and Order which determined that 


‘ the exception request be granted in part by 


permitting Schafer to file estimated reports. 
Huron Oil Company, Posen, Michigan, KEE- 
0001 

On September 26, 1985, Huron Oil 
Company (Huron) filed an Application for 
Exception for its requirement to file form 
EIA-782B, the “Reseller/Retailer’s. Monthly 
Petroleum Product Sales Report.” The 
exception request, if granted, would permit 
Huron to cease filing the reports. On 


_ December 19, 1985, the Department of Energy 


issued a Proposed Decision and Order which 
determined that the exception request be 
granted in part by permitting Huron to file 
estimated reports. 
Ryno Oil, Wood, South Dakota, HEE-0129 
On March 12, 1985, Ryno Oil Company 
(Ryno} filed an Application for Exception 
from its requirement to file form ELA-782B, 
the “Reseller/Retailer's Monthy Petroleum 
Product Sales Report.” The exception request, 
if granted, would permit Ryno to cease filing 
the reports. On December 19, 1985, the 
Department of Energy issued a Proposed 
decision and Order which determined that 
the exception request be granted in part by 
permitting Ryno to file estimated reports. 
[FR Doc. 86-803 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 


BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


Objection to Proposed Remedial Order 
Filed; Period of November 11 Through 
November 29, 1985 


During the period of November 11 
through November 29, 1985, the notice of 
objection to proposed remedial order 
listed in the Appendix to this Notice 
was filed with the Office of Hearings 
and Appeals of the Department of 
Energy. 

Any person who wishes to participate 
in the proceeding the Department of 
Energy will conduct concerning the 
proposed remedial order described in 
the Appendix to this Notice must file a 
request to participate pursuant to 10 
CFR 205.194 within 20 days after 
publication of this Notice. The Office of 
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Hearings and Appeals will then 
determine those persons who may 
participate on an active basis in the 
proceeding and will prepare an official 
service list, which it wil! mail to all 
persons who filed requests to 
participate. Persons may also be placed 
on the official service list as non- 
participants for good cause shown. 

All requests to participate in this 
proceeding should be filed with the 
Office of Hearings and Appeals, 
Department of Energy, Washington, DC 
20585. 


Dated: January 6, 1986. 
George B. Breznay, 
Director, Office of Hearings and Appeals. 


Listo Petroleum; Inc.; Houston, Texas, KRO- 
0140 

On November 27, 1985, Listo Petroleum, 
Inc. 12491 -45 North Freeway, Suite 815, 
Houston, Texas filed a Notice of Objection to 
a Proposed Remedial Order which the 
Houston Office of the Economic Regulatory 
Administration issued to the firm on 
September 26, 1985. In the PRO the ERA 
found that during the period December 1979 
through July 1980, Listo Petroleum, Inc. resold 
crude oil at prices in excess of its. actual 
purchase price without performing any 
services traditionally and historically 
associated with the resate of crude oil in 
violation of 10 CFR 212.186, 210.62{c), and 
205.202. 

According to the PRO the violation resulted 
in $7,503,039.35 of overcharges. 


[FR Doc. 86-802 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 


implementation of Special Refund 
Procedures 


AGENCY: Office of Hearings and 
Appeals, Energy. 

ACTION: Notice of implementation of 
special refund procedures. 


SUMMARY: The Office of Hearings and 
Appeals of the Department of Energy 
announces the procedures for filing 
Applications for Refund from a fund of 
$700,000 obtained from Leonard E. 
Belcher, Inc., in settlement of 
enforcement proceedings brought by 
DOE's Economic Regulatory 
Administration, and ensuing litigation. 
DATE AND ADDRESS: Applications for 
refund must be postmarked by April 14, 
1986, should conspicuously display 
reference to case number HEF-0586, and 
should be addressed to: Office of 
Hearings and Appeals, Department of 


Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue SW.. 


Washington, DC 20585. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Thomas O. Mann, Deputy Director, 
Office of Hearings and Appeals, 1000 
Independence Avenue SW.., 
Washington, DC 20585, (202) 252-2095. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In 
accordance with § 205.282{c) of the 
procedural regulations of the 
Department of Energy, 10 CFR 
205.282(c}, notice is hereby given of the 
issuance of the Decision and Order set 
out below. The Decision and Order 
establishes procedures to distribute 
funds obtained as a result of settlement 
between Leonard E. Belcher, Inc..and 
DOE. The Agreed Final Judgment 
entered in the case settled all disputes 
between DOE and Belcher concerning 
possible violations. of DOE price 
regulations with respect to the firm's 
sales of fuel oil to its customers, during 
the period August 1973 through June 
1976. 

Any members of the public who 
believe that they are entitled to a refund 
in this proceeding may file Applications 
for Refund. All Applications should be 
postmarked by April 14, 1986, and 
should be sent to the address set forth at 
the beginning of this notice. 
Applications for refunds must be filed in 


duplicate and these applications will be - 


made available for public inspection 
between the hours of 1:00 and 5:00 p.m., 
Monday through Friday, except federal 
holidays, in the Public Docket Room of 
the Office of Hearings and Appeals, 


- located in Room 1E-234, 1000 


Independence Avenue SW., 
Washington, DC 20585. 
Dated: January 7, 1986. 
George B. Breznay, 
Director, Office of Hearings and Appeals. 


Decision and Order of the Department of 
Energy : 


Implementation of Special Refund 
Procedures 


Name of Firm: Leonard E. Belcher, Inc. 

Date of Filing: June 4, 1985. 

Case Number: HEF-0586. 

Under the procedural regulations of 
the Department of Energy (DOE), the 
Economic Regulatory Administration 
(ERA) may request the Office of 
Hearings and Appeals (OHA) to 
formulate and implement a specially- 
designed process to distribute funds 
obtained at the resolution of an 
enforcement proceeding. 10 CFR Part 
205, Subpart V. Pursuant to the 
provisions of Subpart V, on June 4, 1985, 
the ERA filed a Petition for the 
Implementation df Special Refund 
Procedures in connection with funds 
received pursuant to an Agreed Final 
Judgment it entered into terminating 
litigation with Leonard E. Belcher, Inc. 
(hereinafter referred to as Belcher). 

On October 30, 1985, we issued a 
Proposed Decision and Order tentatively 
setting forth preocedures to distribute 
refunds to parties who were injured by 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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Belcher's alleged violations. The 
proposed decision described a two-stage 
process for the distribution of the funds 
made available by the Belcher Judgment. 
In the first stage, money will be 
refunded to identifiable purchasers of 
fuel oi! who were injured by Belcher’s 
pricing practices during the period 
August 1973 through June 1976. A 
purchaser of Belcher petroleum products 
should submit an application to 
demonstrate eligibility to receive a 
portion of the Judgment funds in the first 
stage of the refund process. After 
meritorious claims are paid in the first 
stage, a second stage refund procedure 
may be necessary if funds remain in 
escrow. See generally Office of Special 
Counsel, 10 DOE { 85,048 (1982) 
(hereinafter cited as Amoco) (refund 
procedures established for first stage 
applicants, second stage refund 
procedures proposed). 


I. Background 


Leonard E. Belcher, Inc. (hereinafter 
Belcher), was a reseller of fuel oil, and 
operated two terminals in Springfield, 
Massachusetts. A DOE audit of 
Belcher’s records revealed possible 
regulatory violations with respect to the 
firm's pricing of No. 2 fuel oil during the 
period November 2, 1973 through August 
18, 1974. A remedial order issued to 
Belcher on July 19, 1977 was appealed, 
remanded, and subsequently revised 
and affirmed on appeal by the OHA. 
Leonard E. Belcher, Inc. 1 DOE { 80,183 
(1978), aff'd Leonard E. Belcher, Inc. 7 
DOE { 80,180 (1981). Belcher appealed 
DOE's ruling to the United States 
District Court for the District of 
Massachusetts. Leonard E. Belcher v. 
DOE, No. 77-2975-F (D. Mass. 1983). On 
November 21, 1983, DOE and Belcher 
entered into an Agreed Final Judgment 
(hereinafter Judgment) in settlement of 
the court case, and of all other possible 
regulatory violations by Belcher relating 
to sales of No. 2 fuel oil between August 
1973 and February 1977.' Under the 
terms of the Judgment, Belcher remitted 
$700,000 to the DOE on December 28, 
1983. That sum is being held in an 
interest-bearing escrow account 
established with the United States 
Treasury pending a determination of its 
proper distribution. As of November 30, 
1985, the Belcher escrow account held 
$831,623 including interest. This z 
Decision concerns the distribution of the 


' Although the judgment refers to all claims up te 
February 1977, No. 2 Fuel Oil. the only product 
covered, was exempted from regulation on July 1, 
1976. Therefore. we cannot entertain Applications 


. for Refund based on purchases after that date. New 


York Petroleum. 12 DOE § 85,047 (1984). note 10. 
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funds in the escrow account, plus 
accrued interest. 
II. Jurisdiction 

We have considered ERA's Petition 
for the Implementation of Special 
Refund Procedures and determined that 
it is appropriate to establish such a 
proceeding with respect to the Belcher 
Judgment fund. In our proposed decision 
and in other recent decisions, we have 
discussed at length our jurisdiction and 
authority to fashion special refund 
procedures. we have received no 
comments in this case. Therefore, we 
will grant ERA’s petition and assume 
jurisdiction over the distribution of the 
Belcher Judgment funds. 


Ill. Refunds No. 2 Fuel Oil Purchasers 


The Belcher Judgment fund will be 
distributed to claimants who 
satisfactorily demonstrate that they 
were injured by Belcher’s alleged 
overcharges. Claimants must file an 
application and, with three exceptions 
discussed later in the Decision show the 
extent to which they have been injured 
by the alleged overcharges. To the 
extent that any individual or firm can 
establish injury, it will be eligible for a 
share of the Judgment fund. While there 
are a variety of ways in which a 
showing of injury may be made, a 
reseller will generally be required to 
demonstrate that during the period 
covered by the Judgment, it had “banks” 
of unrecovered product costs which 
were at least equal to the amount of the 
refund claimed, and that it did not pass 
these costs through to its own 
customers. If a reseller of Belcher 
products passed the alleged overcharges 
through to its own customers, then these 
indirect customers will be entitled to a 
refund if they can prove injury. 

In this case we will make four findings 
of injury in the nature of rebuttable 
presumptions. These findings have been 
made in many previous special refund 
cases. First, we will presume that end- 
users or ultimate consumers of Belcher 
products whose businesses are 
unrelated to the petroleum industry 
were injured by the alleged overcharges. 
Second, we will not require a showing of 
injury from regulated utilities or 
agricultural cooperatives that passed the 
alleged overcharges on to their 
members. Third, we will presume that 
purchasers of Belcher products who are 
claiming small refunds ($5,000 or less) 
were injured by the alleged overcharges. 
Finally, we will adopt a presumption 
that spot purchasers were not injured. 
Prior OHA decisions provide detailed 
explanations for the factua! bases for 
these presumptions. E£.g.,-Bayou State 
Oil Company, 12 DOE q 85,197 (1985). 


We also explained the rationale for 
these presumptions in the Proposed 
Decision. The presumptions will permit 
claimants to apply for refunds without 
incurring disproportionate expenses and 
will enable the OHA to consider the 
refund applications in the most efficient 
way possible in view of the limited 
resources available. 

We will use a volumetric method to 
divide the settlement monies among 
applicants who demonstrate that they 
are eligible to receive refunds. This 
method presumes that the alleged 
overcharges were spread equally over 
all gallons of products which Belcher 
sold. We have calculated a volumetric 


refund amount by dividing the judgment _ 


amount by the approximate number of 
gallons which Belcher sold. Successful 
claimants will receive refund based on 
their eligible purchases volumes 
multiplied by the volumetric refund 
amount, plus accrued interest. We have 
set the Belcher volumetric refund 
amount at $.00576 per gallon. We 
derived this figure by dividing the 
Judgment fund ($700,000) by the number 
of gallons of No. 2 fuel oil which Belcher 
sold during the Judgment perjod 
(121,632,098). Accrued interest has 
increased the volumetric refund to 
.00684 as of November 30, 1985. 

Nevertheless, a particular purchaser 
could have suffered a disproportionate 
share of the injury. For example, a 
purchaser might claim that the prices he 
was charged were likely to have 
included alleged overcharges which 
were greater than the portion of the 
Judgment monies which were allocated 
to him under the volumetric 
presumption. Any purchaser who can 
make a showing of disproportionate 
overcharge may file a refund application 
based on such a claim. 


IV. Applications for Refund 


The refund procedures described 
above are the best means of distributing 
the Belcher Judgment fund. Accordingly, 
we will now accept applications for 
refunds. 

Applications must be in writing, 
signed by the applicants, and make 
reference to case number HEF-0586. 
Applicants must include a showing of 
injury, as explained above, or a 
statement that the applicant need not 
show injury because it was_an end-user 
of the No. 2 fuel oil, an agricultural 
cooperative, or is claiming a refund of 
$5,000 or less. In the case of a spot 
purchaser, additional documentation of 
injury must be submitted to overcome 
the presumption that such a purchaser 
was not injured. Applicants must also 
document the date, place, price, and 
volume of the products they purchased. 


‘ 
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All applications for refund must be 
filed in duplicate. A copy of each 
application will be available for public 
inspection in the Public Docket Room of 
the Office of Hearings and Appeals, 
Forrestal Building, Room 1E-234, 1000 
Independence Avenue, Washington, DC. 
Any applicant that believes that its 
application contains confidential 
information must so indicate on the first 
page of its application and submit two 
additional copies of its application from 
which the confidential information has 
been deleted, together with a statement 
specifying why any such information is 
privileged or confidential. Each 
application must also include the 
following statement: “I swear (or affirm) 
that the information submitted is true 
and accurate to the best of my 
knowledge and belief.” See 10 CFR 
205.283(c); 18 U.S.C. 1001. In addition, 
the applicant should furnish us with the 
name, position or title, and telephone 
number of a person who may be 
contacted by us for additional 
information concerning the application. 
All applications should be sent to: 
Office of Hearings and Appeals, 
Department of Energy, 1000 
Independence Avenue, SW. 20585. 

It Is Therefore Ordered That: 

(1) Applications for Refund from the 
funds remitted to the Department of 
Energy by Leonard E. Belcher, Inc. 
pursuant to the Agreed Final Judgment 
executed on November 21, 1983 may 
now be filed. 

(2) All applications must be 
postmarked within 90 days after 
publication of this Decision and Order 
in the Federal Register. 


Dated: January 7, 1986. 
George B. Breznay, 
Director, Office of Hearings and Appea!s. 


Appendix A 
Case No. HEF-0586 


Customers of Leonand E. Belcher, Inc. 
Addresses Known 


A.C. Motors, 339 

Bliss, W. Springfield, MA 01105 

Alpha Oil Co, 2440 Boston Rd., 
Wilbraham, MA-01095 

Bay State Fuel, 26 Roanoke Rd. W. 
Springfield, MA 01118 

Bay State Refining, P.O. Box 269, 
Chicopee, MA 01014 

Bentley Oil Co., Barre, MA 01005 

Bolduc’s Fuel Ser., 270 Main St., Indian 
Orchard, MA 01105 

Borsari Oil, 107 Bosworth, W. 
Springfield, MA 01108 

Canary Oil Co., P.O. Box 236, W. 
Springfield, MA 01089 
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A. Cecchi Fuel Oil, 222 Southwich. 
Street, Feeding Hills; MA 01030 

Central Oil Co., 9 Canal, Chicopee, MA 
01013 

Cernak Fuel. Co., 100 Northampton, 
Easthampton, MA 01027 

Chrabasz Oil Co., Ware Center, Ware, 
MA 01082 

Cirelfi Fuel Oil 90 Central Springfield, 
MA 01105 

Damour's Ser. Station, 198 Orange. 
Springfield, MA 01108 

Davis Fuel Co., 55 Randall Place, 
Springfield, MA 01108 

Leo Diotalevi, 44 Weston Street. 
Wilbraham, MA 01095 

Pacella, Odierna and Beaumier, Counsel 
for East Springfield Coal & Oil, 73 
State Street, Springfield, MA 01103 

Fleming Oil Co., 1 Putney Road, 
Brattleboro, VT 05301 

Gentile Oil Co, 81 Agnes, Springfield. 
MA 01118 

Grimaldi Oil Co., 1121 E. Columbus, 
Springfield, MA 01105 

Howard Fuel Co., 89 Bay, Springfield, 
MA 01109 

Ray Kelley & Son, Water St., Palmer MA 
01069 

Kieras Oil Co., Russellville Rd., N. 
Amherst, MA 01059 

Krupa Oil Co., 827 Thompsonville Road, 
Suffield, CT 06078 

Lacasse Heating & Cooling, P.O. Box 
266, Holyoke, MA 01041 

Look Oil Co., Agawam, MA 01001 

Kulig Of Co., 159 Granby Rd., Chicopee. 
MA 01013 . 

Ludwin Oil Co., 1084 Chicopee, 
Wilbraham, MA 01095 

McCarthy Bros. Fuel Co., South St., 
Warren, MA 

Mark Oil Co., 395 Dwight, Springfield, 
MA 01103 

Marquis Oil Co., #1590, 86 Robbins Rd., 
Springfield, MA 01104 

Matera Oil Co., 24 School St., 
Thorkdyke, MA 01079 

New Eng. Smelting, 502 Union, W. 
Springfield, MA 01109 

Nowak Oil Co., Stony Hill Rd.. 
Wilbraham, MA 01095 

D. Petracone & Son, Palmer Rd., Ware, 
MA 01082 

Pino Fuel Oil Co., 1304 Worcester, 
Indian Orchard, MA 01014 

Pioneer Fuel Oil Co., 25 Rankin, E. 
Longmeadow, MA 01028 

Pomeroy Oil Co., 12 Exchange, 
Chicopee, MA 01013 

J.F. Ogozalek, Jr., Counsel for Roberts & 
Perry, Inc., 10 Center Street, Chicopee, 
MA 01013 

Allan Robbins, Palmer Road, Monson, 
MA 01057 

A.R. Sandri, 406 Chapman, Greenfield. 
MA 01301 

Shanahan Fuel, 50 Newton Sireet. 
Greenfield, MA 01301 


Sherman Oil Co., Ware Street, West 
Brookfield, MA 01585. 

Skorumski Bros. Fuel, 2800 Boston Road. 
Wilbraham, MA 01095 

Somers Oil Service, P-O. Box 486, 
Somers, CF 06071 

Super Petro, Inc., P.O. Box 302, West 
Springfield, MA 01083 

Tryba Oil Co., 48 Highland Ave.. 
Chicopee, MA 01013 

Turners Falls Co., 298 Avenue A, 
Turners Falls, MA 01376 

Vickers Fuel Co.,.75 Union, W. 
Springfield, MA 01105 

Village of Hampden, Selectman'’s Office, 
Main St., Hampden, MA 01036 

Village of Warren, Town Hall, Warren, 
MA 01083 

Witek Fuels, 40 Hawthorne Ave., W. 
Springfield, MA 011205 

Davis & Daggett, 8 Cass, Springfield, MA 
01104 : 

Mr. Dave Hart, Union Camp 
Corporation, 1600 Valley Road. 
Wayne, NJ 07470 

Michael D. Alexander, Counsel for 
American Cyanamid, 2020 K Street 
NW., Washington, DC 20006 


Appendix B 
Case No. HEF-0586 


Customers of Leonard E. Belcher, Inc.. 
Addresses Unknown 


ABC Oil 

William A. Briggs 
R.H. Clark & Sons 
Danny's Oil Co. 
Dave's Tire Exch. 
Dick's Heating 
R.C. Fisher 
Fitageral Oil Co. 
Hatch Oil Co, 
Jac’s Fuel Oil 
Krupa Oil Co. 
L&B Fuel 
Lakeside Fuel 
Lango Fuel Co. 
Locy Fuel Oi}Co. 
Longyard Farms 
Mackim Fuel Co. 
Mittineauge C & O 
Moriarty Bros. 
Oil Burner Eng. 
PLP Enterprises 
Paragon Oil Co. 
Premium Fuel Oil 
Raynor Heating Oil 
Rexoil Fuel Co. 
Robbins Trailer 
Stefanik Fue! Oils 
W. Strickland © 
Victor Oil Co. 
Willis Fuel 


{FR Doc. 86-798 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-™ 


1557 


FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION — 


Ocean Freight Forwarder License 
Applicants; Exporter’s 


Notice is hereby given that the 
following applicants have filed with the 
Federal Maritime Commission 
applications for licenses as ocean freight 
forwarders pursuant to section 19 of the 
Shipping Act, 1984 (46 U.S.C. app. 1718 
and 46 CFR Part 510}. 

Persons knowing of any reason why 
any of the following applicants should 
not receive a license are requested to 
communicate with the Director, Bureau 
of Tariffs, Federal Maritime 
Commission, Washington, DC 20573. 


Miguel M. Alvarado dba Exporter’s 
Service, 4851 Homestead St., +110, 
Houston, TX 77028 

Salvatore A. Chiarella dba S.A. 
Chiarella Forwarding Co., 840 
Hinckley Rd., Suite 226, Burlingame, 
CA 94010. 


Dated: January 9, 1986. 

By the Federal Maritime Commission. 
Bruce A. Dombrowski, 
Acting Secretary. 
[FR Doe. 86-785 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 6730-01-M 


Agreement Filed; Port of Portiand/ 
Puget Sound Tug and Barge Co. 


The Federal Maritime Commission 
hereby gives notice that the following 
agreement has been filed with the 
Commission for approval pursuant to 
section 15 of the Shipping Act, 1916, as 
amended (39 Stat. 733, 75 Stat. 763, 46 
U.S.C. § 814). 

Interested parties may inspect and 
may request a copy of the agreement 
and the supporting statement at the 
Washington, DC Office of the Federal 
Maritime Commission, 1100 L Street 
NW., Room 10325. Interested parties 
may submit protests or comments on the 
agreement to the Secretary, Federal 
Maritime Commission, Washington, DC 
20573, within 20 days after the date of 
the Federal Register in which this notice 
appears. The requirements for 
comments and protests are found in 
§ 560.7 of Title 46 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations. Interested persons should 
consult this section before 
communicating with the Commission 
regarding a pending agreement. 

Any person filing a comment or 
protest with the Commission shall, at 
the same time, deliver a copy of that 
document to the person filing the 
agreement at the address. shown below. 


Agreement No.: 124-010872. 
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Title: Port of Portland/Puget Sound 
Tug & Barge Company Terminal 
Agreement. 

Parties: ‘ 

Port of Portland (Portland) 

Puget Sound Tug & Barge Company 

(Puget Sound) 

Synopsis: The proposed agreement 
would allow Puget Sound the non- 
exclusive use of not less than seven 
acres of marine terminal facilities at 
Portland's Terminal One for a period of 
two years. The agreement provides for 
the sharing of wharfage and dockage 
revenues and service and facilities 
charges in varying percentages when 
certain revenue plateaus are reached. 

Filing Agent: Milton A. Mowat, 
Manager, Traffic & Regulatory Affairs, 
Port of Portland; Post Office Box 3529, 
Portland, Oregon 97208. 


Dated: January 9, 1986. 


By Order of the Federal Maritime 
Commission. 


Bruce A. Dombrowski, 

Acting Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 86-784 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6730-01-M 





OFFICE OF THE FEDERAL REGISTER 


Agreements Between the American 
Institute in Taiwan and the 
Coordination Council for North 
American Affairs 


AGENCY: Office of the Federal Register 
(NARA). 

ACTION: Notice of availability of 
agreements. 


SUMMARY: The American Institute in 


Taiwan has concluded a number of 
agreements with the Coordination 
Council for North American Affairs in 
order to maintain cultural, commercial 
and other unofficial relations between 
the American people and the people on 
Taiwan. The Director of the Federal 
Register is publishing the list of these 
agreements on behalf of the American 


. Institute in Taiwan in the public interest. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Cultural, 
commercial and other unofficial 
relations between the American people 
and the people on Taiwan are 
maintained on a nongovernmental basis 
through the American Institute in 
Taiwan (AIT), a private nonprofit 
- corporation created under the Taiwan 
Relations Act (Pub. L. 96-8; 93 Stat. 14; 
22 U.S.C. 3301). The Coordination 
Council for North American Affairs 
(CCNAA) is its nongovernmental 
Taiwan counterpart. 

Under section 12(a) of the Act, 
agreements concluded between the AIT 
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and the CCNAA are transmitted to the 
Congress, and according to sections 6 
and 10(a) of the Act, such agreements 
have full force and effect under the law 
of the United States. 

The texts of the agreements are 
available from the American Institute in 
Taiwan, 1700 North Moore Street, 17th 
floor, Arlington, Virginia 22209. For 
further information contact Joseph Kyle 
at this address, telephone (703) 525- 
8474. 

Following is a list of agreements 
between AIT and CCNAA which were 
in force as of December 31, 1985. 


Atomic Energy 


Agreement relating to cooperation in 
the Probabilistic Risk Analysis (RPA) 
Program for the Kuosheng Nuclear 
Power Plant in Taiwan. Exchange of 
letters at Arlington and Washington 
August 23, 1982 and January 27, 1983; 
entered into force January 27, 1983. 

Arrangement for the exchange of 
technical information and cooperation in 
regulatory and safety matters. Exchange 
of letters at Arlington and Bethesda May 
12 and August 3, 1983; entered into force 
August 3, 1983. 

Agreement relating to participation in 
severe nuclear accident research 
programs. Signed at Washington 
October 12, 1984; entered into force 
October 12, 1984. 

Aviation 

Air transport agreement, with 
exchange of letters. Signed at 
Washington March 5, 1980; entered into 
force March 5, 1980. 

Memorandum of agreement relating to 
aeronautical equipment and services, 
with annexes. Signed at Arlington and 
Washington September 24 and October 
23, 1981; entered into force October 23, 
1981. 


Educational and Cultural 


Implementing agreement financing 
certain educational and cultural 
exchange programs. Exchange of letters 
at Taipei April 14 and June 4, 1979; 
entered into force June 4, 1979. 

Agreement concerning the Taipei 


American School, with annex. Signed at > 


Taipei February 3, 1983; entered into 
force February 3, 1983. 


Energy 


Agreement relating to cooperation in 
electrical energy. Letters signed at 
Arlington and Washington June 24 and 
28, 1983; entered into force June 28, 1983, 


Fisheries 


Agreement concerning fisheries off the 
coasts of the United States,.with annex 
and agreed minutes. Signed at 


Washington June 7, 1982; entered into 
force July 1, 1982. ' 


Load Lines 


Agreement relating to the 
international convention on load lines, 
1966. Exchange of letters March.26 and 
April 10, 1985; entered into force April 
10, 1985. 


Marine Pollution 


Agreement relating to the 1978 
protocol relating to the international 
convention for the prevention of 
pollution from ships (MARPOL 73/78). 
Exchange of letters at Arlington and 
Bethesda January 22 and 31, 1985; 
entered into force January 31, 1985. 


Privileges and Immunities 


Agreement relating to privileges and 
immunities of courier system. Signed at 
Washington and Arlington December 31, 
1979 and January 7, 1980; entered into 
force January 7, 1980. 

Agreement on privileges, exemptions 
and immunities. Signed at Washington 
October. 2, 1980; entered into force 
October 2, 1980. 


Safety at Sea 


Agreement relating to the 
international convention for the safety 
of life at sea, 1974. Exchange of letters at 
Arlington and Washington August 17 
and September 7, 1982; entered into 
force September 7, 1982. 

Agreement. extending the agreement 
of August 17 and September 7, 1982 to 
include provisions of the 1978 protocol 
to the international convention for the 
safety of life at sea, 1974. Exchange of 
letters at Arlington and Bethesda 
January 22 and 31, 1985; entered into 
force January 31, 1985. 


Scientific Cooperation 


Agreement relating to cooperation in 
science and technology. Exchange of 
letters at Arlington and Washington 
September 4, 1980; entered into force 
September 4, 1980, 


Security of Information 


Protection of information agreement. 
Signed at Arlington and Washington 
September 15, 1981; entered into force 
September 15, 1981. 


Tonnage 


Agreement relating to the 
international convention on tonnage 
measurement of ships, 1969. Exchange of 
letters at Arlington and Washington 
May 13 and 26, 1983; entered into force 
May 26, 1983. 
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Trade and Commerce 


Agreement on trade matters, with 
annexes. Exchange of letters at 
Arlington and Washington October 24, 
1979; entered into force October 24, 1979. 

Agreement implementing tariff 
reductions on a Most Favored Nation 
basis, with annexes. Exchange of letters 
at Arlington and Washington December 
31, 1981; entered into force December 31, 
1981; effective September 30, 1982. 

Agreement relating to trade in cotton, 
wool and man-made fiber textiles and 
textile products, with annexes. Signed at 
Washington November 18, 1982; entered 
into force November 18, 1982; effective 
January 1, 1982. 

Agreements amending the agreement 
on trade in cotton, wool and man-made 
fiber textiles and textile products. 
Exchange of letters at Arlington and 
Washington October 27 and November 
4, 1983; December 19, 1983 and January 
9, 1984; July 13 and“16, 1984. 


Weather Observations 


Agreement relating to provision to 
AIT of ionospheric weather 
observations by CCNAA. Signed at 
Taipei November 26, 1980; entered into 
force November 26, 1980. 

Agreement modifying the agreement 
of November 26, 1980 relating to 
provision to AIT of ionospheric weather 
observations by CCNAA. Signed at 
Taipei October 1, 1985; entered into 
force October 1, 1985. 


Dated: January 7, 1986. 
Joseph B. Kyle, 
Corporate Secretary, American Institute in 
Taiwan. 

Dated: January 9, 1986. 
John E. Byrne, 
Director, Office of the Federal Register. 
[FR Doc. 86-758 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 1505-02-M 


FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 


1st Franklin Corp.; Formation of, 
Acquisition by, or Merger of Bank 
Holding Companies; and Acquisition of 
Nonbanking Company 


The company listed in this notice has 
applied under 225.14 of thue Board's 
Regulation Y (12 CFR 225.14) for the 
Board's approval under section 3 of the 
Bank Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C 
1842) to become a bank holding 
company or to acquire voting securities 
of a bank or bank holding company. The 
listed company has also applied under 
§ '225.23(a)(2) of Regulation Y (12 CFR 
225.23(a)(2)} for the Board's approval 
under section 4(c)(8).of the Bank: 
Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C. 


1843(c)8)) and’§ 225.21(a) of Regulation 
Y (12 CFR 225.21(a)) to acquire or 
control voting securites or assets of a 
company engaged in a nonbanking 
activity that is listed in § 225.25 of 
Regulation Y as closely related to 
banking and permissible for bank 
holding companies, or to engage in such 
an activity. Unless otherwise noted, 
these activities will be conducted 
throughout the United States. 

The application is available for 
immediate inspection at the Federal 
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the 
application has been accepted for 
processing, it will also be available for 
inspection at the offices of the Board of 
Governors. Interested persons may 
express their views in writing on the 
question whether.consumimation of the 
proposal can “reasonably be expected 
to produce benefits to the public, such 
as greater convenience, increased 
competition, or gains in efficiency, that 
outweigh possible adverse effects, such 
as undue concentration of resources, 
decreased or unfair competition, 
conflicts of interests, or unsound 
banking practices.” Any request for a 
hearing on this question must be 
accompanied by a statement of the 
reasons a written presentation would 
not suffice in lieu of a hearing, 
identifying specifically any questions of 
fact that are in dispute, summarizing the 
evidence that would be presented at a 
hearing, and indicating how the party 
commenting would be aggrieved by 
approval of the proposal. 

Comments regarding the application 
must be received at the Reserve Bank 
indicated or the offices of the Board of 
Governors not later than January 31, 
1986. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta 
(Robert E. Heck, Vice President) 104 
Marietta Street NW., Atlanta, Georgia . 
30303: 

1. 1st Franklin Corporation, Toccoa, 
Georgia; to become a bank he!ding 
company in acquiring 100 percent of the 
voting shares of ist Franklin Bank and 
Trust, Toccoa, Georgia. 

Applicant has also applied to acquire 
1st Franklin Financial Corporation, 
Toccoa, Georgia, and thereby engage in 
making loans as a consumer finance 
company, pursuant to § 225.25(b)(1) of 
Regulation Y; acting as agent for the sale 
of credit-related property insurance, 
pursuant to § 225.25(b)(8) of Regulation 
Y; and acting as reinsurer for credit life 
and accident and health insurance in 
connection with loans written by 
applicant's subsidiaries, pursuant to 
§ 222.25(b)(9) of Regulation Y. The 
insurance will be sold by Company's 
wholly-owned subsidiary, Frandisco 
Life Insurance Co., Toccoa, Georgia. 
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Board of-Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, January 8, 1986. 
William W. Wiles, 
Secretary of the Board. 
[FR Doc. 86-745 Filed 1~13-86; 8:45 am| 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


Pleasantville Bancorporation, et al.; 
Formations of; Acquisitions by; and 
Mergers of Bank Holding Companies 


The companies listed in this notice 
have applied for the Board's approval 
under section 3 of the Bank Holding 
Company Act (12 U.S.C. 1842) and 
§ 225.14 of the Board's Regulation Y (12 
CFR 225.14) ta become a bank holding 
company or to acquire a bank or bank 
holding company. The factors that are 
considered in acting on the applications 
are set forth in section 3{c) of the Act {12 
U.S.C. 1842{c)). 

Each application is available for 
immediate inspection at the Federal 
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the 
application has been accepted for 
processing, it will also be available for 
inspection at the offices of the Board of 
Governors. Interested persons may 
express their views in writing to the 
Reserve Bank or to the offices of the 
Board of Governors. Any comment on 
an application that requests a hearing 
must include a statement of why a 
written presentation would not suffice in 
lieu of a hearing, identifying specifically 
any questions of fact that are in dispute 
and summarizing the evidence that 
would be presented at a hearing. 

Unless otherwise noted, comments 
regarding each of these applications 
must be received not later than January 
30, 1986. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago 
(Franklin D. Dreyer, Vice President) 230 
South LaSalle Street, Chicago, Illinois 
60690: 

1. Pleasantville Bancorporation, 
Pleasantville, Iowa; to become a bank 
holding company by acquiring 51.6 
percent of the voting shares of 
Pleasantville State Bank, Pleasantville, 
Iowa. 

B. Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 
(Delmer P. Weisz, Vice President) 411 
Locust Street, St. Louis, Missouri 63166: 

1. Farmers Capital Bank Corporation, 
Frankfort, Kentucky; to acquire at least 
95.86 percent of the voting shares of 
Citizens Bank of Elizabethtown, Inc:, 
Elizabethtown, Kentucky. 

C. Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas 
(Anthony J. Montelaro, Vice President) 
400 South Akard Street, Dallas, Texas 
75222: 

1. National Bancshares Corporation of 
Texas; San Antonio, Texas; to acquire 
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100 percent of the voting shares of 
Corpus Christi Bancshares, Inc., and 
thereby indirectly acquire Citizens State 
Bank of Corpus Christi, both of Corpus 
Christi, Texas. 

2. NBC Company, San Antonio, Texas; 
to become a bank holding company by 
acquiring 100 percent of the voting 
shares of Corpus Christi Bancshares, 
Inc., and thereby indirectly acquiring 
Citizens State Bank of Corpus Christi, 
both of Corpus Christi, Texas. 

3. Texas Central Bancorporation, Inc., 
Joshua, Texas; to become a bank 
holding company by acquiring 71.25 
percent of the voting shares of First 
Nationa! Bank in Joshua, Joshua, Texas. 

4. First Sierra Bancshares, Inc., Truth 
or Consequences, New Mexico; to 
become a bank holding company by 
acquiring Walz-Stuart Agency, Inc., 
Truth or Consequences, New Mexico, 
and thereby indirectly acquiring First 
Sierra National Bank, Truth or 
Consequences, New Mexico. _ 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, January 8, 1986. 

William W. Wiles, 

Secretary of the Board. 

[FR Doc. 86-746 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 


[GSA Bulletin FPMR A-40, Supp. 16] 


Federal Travel Regulations; Real 
Estate Sale and Purchase Expenses 
for Change of Official Station 


AGENCY: Office of Federal Supply and 
Services, GSA. 


ACTION: Notice of changes to Federal 
travel regulations (FTR). 


summary: GSA has issued GSA Bulletin — 


FPMR A-40, Supplement 16, transmitting 
a changed page to amend FPMR, 101-7, 
Federal Travel Regulations (FTR), 
Chapter 2, Part 6, to increase the 
maximum dollar amount for 
reimbursement of allowable real estate 
sale and purchase expenses incident to 
change of official station. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: The revised provisions 
in Part 6 of Chapter 2 of the FTR are 
effective for employees whose effective 
date of transfer is on or after October 1, 
1985. For purposes of these regulations, 
the effective date of transfer is the date 
on which the employee reports for duty 
at the new official station. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Raymond Price, Travel and 


Transportation Regulations Division, 
(703) 557-1256. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
General Services Administration has 
determined that this rule is not a major 
rule for the purposes of Executive Order 
12291 of February 17, 1981, because it is 
not likely to result in an annual effect on 
the economy of $100 million or more; a 
major increase in costs to consumers or 
others; or significant adverse effects. 
The General Services Administration 
has based all administrative decisions 
underlying this rule on adequate 
information concerning the need for, and 
consequences of, this rule; has 
determined that the potential benefits to 
society from this rule outweigh the 
potential costs and has maximized the 
net benefits; and has chosen the 
alternative approach involving the least 
net cost to society. . 

Section 118 of Pub. L. 98-151 (97 Stat. 
977), November 14, 1983, which 
amended the statutory authority for the 
employee relocation allowances 
contained in subchapter II of chapter 57, 
title 5, United States Code, enacted into 
law dollar limitations for reimbursement 
of expenses for the sale and/or purchase 
of a residence incident to an‘employee’s 
transfer to a new official station. 

5 U.S.C. 5724a(a)(4)(B) provides for an 
annual update in the maximum dollar 
amounts applicable to reimbursement of 
expenses incurred by an employee for 
the sale and purchase of a residence. 
The law requires that the dollar amounts 
be increased effective October 1 of each 
year based on the percent change, if 
any, in the Consumer Price Index for All 
Urban Consumers, United States City 
average, Housing Component for 
December of the preceding year over 
that published for December of the 
second preceding year. 

Explanation of changes. Raragraphs 
2-6.2g (1) and (2) are amended to reflect 
a 4.2 percent increase in the dollar 
maximums for reimbursement of 
allowable expenses incurred for the sale 
of the residence at the old official 
station from $15,525 to $16,177 and for 
the purchase of a new residence at the 
new Official station from $7,763 to 
$8,089. Agencies should make a pen and 
ink change to annotate the real estate 
expenses section on page 6 of Table 2 in 
Appendix 2-A to reflect the new dollar 
amounts and the effective date. The 
table itself will be changed in the future. 

Accordingly, the Federal Travel 
Regulations are amended as follows: 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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CHAPTER 2.—RELOCATION 
ALLOWANCES 


PART 6.—ALLOWANCES FOR 
EXPENSES INCURRED IN 
CONNECTION WITH RESIDENCE 
TRANSACTIONS 


1. Authority: (Sec. 205(c), 63 Stat. 390; 
40 U.S.C. 486(c); 5 U.S.C. 5707; Executive 
Orders No. 11609, July 22, 1971, No. 
12465, February 27, 1984, and No. 12522, 
June 24, 1985). 

2. Paragraph 2-6.2g is revised to read 
as follows: 

2-6.2. Reimbursable and 
nonreimbursable expenses. 


* * * * * 


. g- Overall limitations. The total 
amount of expense’ that may be 
reimbursed is as follows: 


(1) In connection with the sale of the 
residence at the old official station, 
reimbursement shall not exceed 10 
percent of the actual sale price of 
$16,177, whichever is the lesser amount. 

(2) In connection with the purchase of 
a residence at the new official station, 
reimbursement shall not exceed 5 
percent of the purchase price or $8,089, 
whichever is the lesser amount. 


* * * * * 


Dated: December 16, 1985 
T.C. Golden, 
Administrator of General Services. 


[FR Doc. 86-760 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6820-24-M 


eT 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Food and Drug Adminstration 
[Docket No. 85E-0472] 


Determination of Regulatory Review 
Period for Purposes of Patent 
Extension; Hexabrix Injection 


Correction 


In FR Doc. 85-28925, beginning on 
page 50014 in the issue of Friday, 
December 6, 1985, make the following 
correction: 

On page 50015, second column, third 
complete paragraph, third line, “1983” 
should have read “1986”. 

BILLING CODE 1505-01-M 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 


Tonto Apache Indian Reservation, AZ.; 
Ordinance Providing for the 
Introduction of intoxicating Liquors 


December 31, 1985. 

This notice is published in accordance 
with the authority delegated by the 
Secretary of the Interior to the Assistant 
Secretary—Indian Affairs by 209 DM 8, 
and in accordance with the Act of 
August 15, 1953, 67 Stat. 586, 18 U.S.C. 
1161. I certify that Tonto Apache 
Resolution No. 14-85 enacting the Tonto 
Apache liquor ordinance was duly 
adopted by the Tonto Apache Tribal 
Council on July 26, 1985. The instant 
ordinance provides for the introduction, 
use, sale and distribution of alcoholic 
beverages within areas of Indian 
country under the jurisdiction of the 
Tonto Apache Indian Tribe of Arizona. 
The ordinance reads as follows: 

Ross O. Swimmer, 
Assistant Secretary—indian Affairs. 


Resolution No. 14-85 of the Governing 
Body of the Tonto Apache Indian Tribal 
Council (A Federally Recognized Indian 
Tribe) Payson, Arizona 


Whereas: The Tonto Apache Tribal 
Council met in a special meeting to 
review and discuss the Tonto Apache 
Tribal Liquor Ordinance, and Whereas: 
the Tribal Council made changes in the 
Liquor Ordinance under Article VIII 
section A to read as follows: 

“The tax imposed by this section shall 
apply to all retail sales of liquor on the 
reservation and shall preempt any tax 
imposed on such liquor sales by the 
State of Arizona. No municipality, city, 
town, county, nor the State of Arizona 
shall have any power to impdse any 
excise tax on liquor or alcoholic 
beverages, as defined in this ordinance. 
or to govern or license the sale'or 
distribution thereof in any manner 
within the Tonto Apache Indian 
Reservation except to the extent 
permitted by 18 U.S.C. § 1161”, and 
Whereas: it further changes the letter 
“O” under Article IX, to read as follows: 

“Unlawful Hours for Sales. It shall’ be 
a violation of this ordinance for any 
employee at a tribal liquor outlet to sell, 
dispose of, deliver or give spirituous 
liquors on the outlet premises, between 
the hours of one o'clock a.m. and six 
o'clock a.m. Monday thru Saturday, and 
between the hours of one o'clock a.m. 
and twelve o'clock noon on Sundays”; 
and Whereas: the Tribal Council finds 
that the exclusive Tribal control and 
regulation of liquor is necessary to 
achieve maximum economic benefit to 
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the Tribe, and Whereas: the enactment 
of this Tribal Ordinance governing 
liquor use on the Reservation is to 
protect the health and welfare of our 
people and providing for the exclusive 
purchase and sale through a Tribally 
operated establishment will enhance the 
ability of the Tribal Government to 
control liquor distribution and 
possession as is provided in the Tonto 
Apache Liquor Ordinance. 

Now Therefore, Be It Resolved, that 
this foregoing Resolution is approved, 
and adopts the Torito Apache Tribal 


‘Liquor Ordinance. 


Certification 


1, the undersigned as Chairman of the 
Tonto Apache Tribe hereby certify that 
the Tonto Apache Tribal Council is 
composed of five (5) members of whom 
five (5)-were present at a meeting 
thereof held on this 26th day of July, 


1985 and that the foregoing Resolution 


was duly adopted by the affirmative - 
vote of five (5) members. 

Melton Campbell, 

Tribal Chairman. 

Louise Curtis, 

Tribal Secretary. 


Liquor Ordinance of the Tonto Apache 
Tribe of the Tonto Apache Indian 
Reservation 


This ordinance is enacted by the 
Council of the Tonto Apache Tribe 
pursuant to the Constitution of the 
Tonto Apache Tribe, Article VII, Sec. 2 
(e), as follows: 


Article I—Title; Purpose; Prohibition 


Section 1. This Ordinance shall be 
cited as the “Tonto Apache Tribal 
Liquor Control Ordinance.” 

Section 2. Federal Law currently 
prohibits the introduction of liquor into 
Indian Country (18 U.S.C. 1154), and 
expressly delegates to the tribes the 
decision regarding when and to what 
extent liquor transactions shall be 
permitted (18 U.S.C. 1161). 

Section 3. The Tribal Council finds 
that the exclusive-tribal control and 
regulation of liquor is necessary to 
achieve maximum economic benefit to 
the Tribe, to protect the health and 
welfare of our tribal members, and to 
address specific tribal concerns relating 
to alcohol use on the Reservation. 
Accordingly, the enactment of this tribal 
ordinance governing liquor sales on the 
Tonto Apache Reservation and 
providing for the exclusive purchase and 
sale through a tribally operated 
establishment will enhance the ability of 
the tribal government to control 
reservation liquor distribution and 
possession, and at the same time will 
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‘provide an important source of revenue 


for the continued operation of the tribal 
government and the delivery of essential 
tribal social services. 

Section 4. Under the inherent 
sovereignty of a Tribe exists to the 
extent that is has not been modified by 
Act of Congress [Sic]. (18 U.S.C. 1161) 
provides that liquor transactions in 
Indian country are not subject to 
prohibition under Federal law provided 
those transactions are “in conformity 
both with the laws of the State in which 
such act or transaction occurs and with 
an ordinance duly adopted by the Tribe 
having jurisdiction over such area of 
Indian country **". And it is declared to 
be the public policy that the traffic in 
alcoholic beverages, as it affects the 
public interest, shall be regulated to the 
extent of prohibiting all traffic of liquor. 
except as is provided in the Ordinance. 
“for the protection of the welfare, 
health, peace, morals .and safety of the: 
people of the Tribe and its-provisions 
shall be liberally construed for 
accomplishment of these purposes”. 

Section 5. This ordinance is enacted 
by the Tribal Council of the Tonto 
Apache Tribe under the authority of 
Article VII, Section 2{e) of the 
Constitution of the Tonto Apache Tribe, 
approved January 21, 1980. 


Article H—Definitions 


As used in this Ordinance, or in 
regulations enacted pursuant hereto, the 
following words shall have the following 
meanings unless the context clearly 
requires otherwise. 

(a) “Alcohol” is the substance known 
as ethyl] alcohol, hydrated oxide of 
ethyl, or spirit of wine, which is 
commonly produced by fermentation or 
distillation of gain, starch, molasses, or 
sugar, or other substances including all 
dilutions and mixtures of this substance. 

(b) “Alcoholic Beverages” is 
synonymous with the term “liquor” as 
defined in paragraph (1) {i.e., (k)] of this 
Article. 

(c) “Beer” means any. beverage 
obtained by the alcoholic fermentation. 
infusion or decoction of barley malt, 
hops, or other ingredients not drinkable. 
or any combination of them. 

(d) “Board” means the Tonto Apache 


’ Liquor Control Board as constituted 


under this Ordinance. 

(e) “Broken Package” means.any 
container of spirituous liquor in which 
the United States tax seal has been 
broken or removed, or from which the 
cap, cork or seal placed thereupon by 
the manufacturer has been removed. 

(f} “Bulk Container” shall mean any 
package, or any container within which 
container are one or more packages. 
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(g) “Company”, “corporation”, 
“association” or similar references shall 
include all successors and assigns. 

(h) “Distillery”, “winery”, “brewery” 
shall not only mean the premises 
wherein alcohol is distilled, or rectified 
wine is fermented or beer is brewed, but 
in addition a person owning, 
representing, or in charge of such 
premises and the eperations conducted 
therein, including the blending and 
bottling or other handling and 
preparation of intoxicating liquor or 
beer in any form. 

(i) “Election Days” means the biennial 
primary election for the nomination of 
United States, state, county and precinct 
officers; the general election for such 
officesd the biennial general election of 
the State of Arizona; a special election 
called pursuant to Section 1, Article 21 
of the Constitution of the State of 
Arizona, and all Tonto Apache tribal 
elections. 

(j) “Legal age” shall mean the age 
requirement as defined in this 
Ordinance. 

(k) “Liquor” includes the four varieties 
of liquor herein defined {aicohol, spirits, 
- wine and beer), and all fermented 
spirituous, vinous, or malt liquor and 
combinations thereof, and mixed liquor, 
a part of which is fermented, spirituous, 
vinous, or malt liquor, or otherwise 
intoxicating; and every liquid or solid or 
semi-solid or other substance, patented 
or not, containing alcohol, spirits, wine 
or beer, and all drinks or drinkable 
liquids and all preparations or mixtures 
capable of human consumption and any 
liquid semisolid, solid, substance which 
contains more than one percent of 
alcohol by weight shall be conclusively 
deemed to be intoxicating. 

(1) “Liquor store”) or “liquor outlet” 
shall mean any facility or operation 
established by the Tribe for the sale of 
alcoholic beverages. 

(m) “Malt liquor” means beer, ale, 
stout, and porter. 

(n) “Package” shall mean the bottle or 
immediate container of any alcoholic 
beverage. 
~ (o) “Package Dealer” shall mean the 
Tonto Apache Tribe as distinguished 
from a distiller, manufacturer, or 
wholesaler, that sells, or keeps for sale, 
any alcoholic beverage authorized under 
this Ordinance for consumption off the 
premises where sold. 

(p) “Person” includes partnership, 
association, enterprise, company or 
corporation, as well as a natural person. 

(q) “Public places” means all places 
where the public has an interest as 
affecting the safety, health, welfare or 
morals of the community. 

(r) “Sale” and “sell” include the 
exchange, barter, and traffic; and also 


include the selling or supplying or 
distributing, by any means whatsoever, 
of liquor or any liquid known or 
described as beer or by any name 
whatsoever, commonly used to describe 
as beer or by any name whatsoever, 
commonly used to describe malt or 
brewed liquor, or of wine, by any person 
to any person [Sic]. 

(s) “Spirituous liquor” includes 
alcohol, brandy, whiskey, rum, tequila, 
mescal, gin, wine, porter, ale, beer, any 
malt liquor, malt beverage, absinthe or 
compound or mixture of any of them or 
of any of them with any vegetable or 
other substance, alcohol bitters, bitters 
containing alcohol and any liquid 
mixture or preparation whether 
patented or otherwise, which produces 
intoxication, fruits preserved in ardent 
spirits, and beverages containing more 
than one-half of one percent of alcohol 
by volume. 

(t} “Stamp” shall mean the various 
stamps required by this Ordinance to be 
affixed to the package or bulk container, 
as the case may be, to evidence 
payment of the tax prescribed by this 
Ordinance. 

(u) “Tribe” and “Tribal Council” shall 
refer to the Tonto Apache Tribe of the 
Tonto Apache Indian Reservation. 

(v) “Wholesaler” shall mean any 
person other than a brewer or bottler of 
beer, who shall sell, barter, exchange, 
offer for sale, have in possession with 
intent to sell, deal or traffic in 
intoxicating liquor or low-point beer. No 
wholesaler shall be permitted to sell for 
consumption upon the premises. 


Article III—General Prohibition 


It shall be unlawful to manufacture for 
sale, sell, offer, to keep for sale, possess 
or transport intoxicating diquor or low- 
point beer, except as may be done by 
the Tonto Apache Tribe on the Tonto 
Apache Indian Reservation, under the 
terms, conditions, limitations, and 
restrictions specified in this Ordinance. 


Article VI—Tonto Apache Liquor 
Control Board 


There is hereby established a Tonto 
Apache Liquor Control Board. The 
members of the Tonto Apache Tribal 
Council shall serve as the Tonto Apache 
Liquor Control Board. The Board is 
empowered to: 

(A) Administer this Ordinance by 
exercising general control, management 
and supervision of all liquor sales, 
places of sale, and sales outlets, for and 
on behalf of the Tribe, as well as 
exercising all powers necessary to 
accomplish the purposes of this’ 
Ordinance; 

(B) Adopt and enforce rules and 
regulations in furtherance of the 
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purposes of this Ordinance and the 
performa::ce of its administrative 
functions: 

(C) Employ managers, and other 
persons, as agents of the Tribe, as may 
be reasonably necessary to allow the 
Board to perform its functions. Pursuant 
to this authority, the Board shall appoint 
a managing agent who shall have the 
powers and perform the duties set forth 
in Article V; 

(D) Bring suit in the appropriate court 
to enforce the provisions of this 
Ordinance with the consent of the Tribal 
Council. The Board shall not waive the 
Tribe’s immunity from suit without the 
specific written consent of the Tribal 
Council. 


Article V—Liquor Control Managing 
Agent 


The Board shall appoint a Liquor 
Control Managing Agent “hereinafter 
referred to as the Manager” who shall 
have the following powers and duties 
with regard to liquor control on the 
Reservation; 

(A) To manage the liquor operations 
on the Reservation for and on behalf of 
the Tonto Apache Tribe; 

(B) To purchase, in the name of the 
Tonto Apache Tribe, liquor products 
from wholesale distributors, and 
distribute them to such tribal liquor 
outlets as the Manager deems 
appropriate. 

(C) To establish, in cooperation with 
the Board and subject to its approval, 
such administrative procedures as are 
necessary to govern the tribal liquor 
control operations. 

(D) To report and account to the 
Board at least four times a year, 
regarding the operations and financial 
status of the tribal liquor control 
operations. The Board and the Manager 
shall establish the dates on which such 
accounting shall take place. The Board, 
in its discretion, may require more 
frequent accounting if deemed 


necessary. 


(E) To hire and set the salaries of 
additional employees, subject to Board 
approval, as he deems necessary to the 
successful operation of the tribal liquor 
control operations. 

(F) To supervise all persons employed 
by the tribal liquor control operations. 

(G) To purchase, lease or rent, with 
Board approval, real or personal 
property for the tribal liquor control 
operations, and to maintain such 
property. 

(H) To collect the Tonto Apache 
Liquor Excise Tax. : 

(I) To transfer all tax revenues and 
gross proceeds of the tribal liquor 
operations to the Tribal Treasurer for 
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disposition in accordance with Article 
VIII an Article XI. 

(J) To set the retail price for liquor in 
cooperation with and subject to the 
approval of the Board. 

(K) To obtain and maintain in full 
force and effect a policy of general 
liability insurance covering the premises 
of tribal liquor control operations, in an 
amount approved by the Board. The 
policy shal contain the stipulation that 
the Tribe shall be given ten (10) days 
written notice of any 
cancellation or expiration of such policy. 
The Manager shall submit to the Board a 
certificate of insurance from such policy 
and shall have available for inspection, 
a complete copy of such policy. 

(L} The Manager shall be bonded for 
such additional amount and for such 
additional purposes as the Board shall 
determine to be appropriate in managing 
the tribal liquor contro! operations. 


Article VI—Sovereign Immunity 
Preserved 


Nothing contained in this Ordinance 
is intended or shall be construed as a 
waiver of the sovereign immunity of the 
Tonto Apache Tribe. No manager or 
employee of the tribal liquor control 
operations shall be authorized nor shall 
he attempt to waive the sovereign 
immunity of the Tribe. 


Article ViI—Sales 


A. Only Tribal Sales Allowed. No 
sales of alcoholic beverages shall be 
made within the exterior boundaries of 
the Tonto Apache Indian Reservation 
except at tribal liquor store outlets, and 
such other locations which the Manager 
may designate from time to time, subject 
to the aproval of the Board. 

B. Sales. All sales at tribal liquor store 
outlets shall be on a cash, or check only 
basis, and no credit shal) be extended to 
any person, organization, or entity. 

C. All Sales for Personal Use. All 
sales shall be for the personal use of the 
purchaser, and the resale for profit, of 
any alcoholic beverage, purchased at 
the tribal liquor store outlet is prohibited 
within the Reservation. The purchase of 
an alcoholic beverage at any tribal 
liquor store outlet, and the subsequent 
resale of that beverage for profit, 
whether in the original container or not, 
shall be a violation of this Ordinance, 
and the violator shall be subject to the 
provisions of Article X. 

D. Tribal Property. The entire stock of 
liquor and alcoholic beverages referred 
to under this Ordinance shall remain 
tribal property, owned and possessed by 
the Tonto Apache Tribe until sold or 
otherwise disposed of by order of the 
Board. 


Article VIIl—Taxation 


A. Tax imposed. There is hereby 
levied and shall be collected a tax on 
each retail sale of alcoholic beverages 
on the Tonto Apache Indian Reservation 
in the amount of five (5%) percent of the 
retail sales price. The tax imposed by 
this section shall apply to all retail sales 
of liquor on the Reservation and shall 
preempt any tax imposed on such liquor 
sales by the State of Arizona. No 
municipality, city, town, county, nor the 
State of Arizona shall have any power 
to impose any excise tax on liquor or _ 
alcoholic beverages, as defined in this 
ordinance, or,to govern or license the 
sale or distribution thereof in any 
manner within the Tonto Apache Indian 
Reservation except to the extent 
permitted by 18 U.S.C. 1161. 

B. Disposition of Taxes. All taxes. from 
the sale of alcoholic beverages on the 
Tonto Apache Indian Reservation, by or 
through the Board shall be paid over to 
the tax fund of the Tonto Apache Tribe, 
and shall be subject to expenditure by 
the Tonto Apache Tribal Council in 
accordance with. its customary 
appropriation procedures for essential 
governmental and social services. 


Article IX—Prohibited Activities 


A. Liquor Stamp required. It shall be a 
violation of this Ordinance for any _ 
person to sell alcoholic beverages on the 
Tonto Apache Indian Reservation 
without a stamp of the Board affixed to 
the package. i 

B. Use of Seal. It shall be a violation 
of this Ordinance for any person, other 
than a Manager to willfully keep or have 
in his possession-any legal seal 
prescribed under this Ordinance unless 
the same is attached to a package which 
has been purchased from a tribal liquor 
store outlet, or to willfully keep or have 
in his possession any design in imitation 
of any official seal prescribed under this 
Ordinance or calculated to deceive by 
its resemblance to any official seal, or 
any paper upon which such design is 
stamped, engraved, lithographed, 
printed or otherwise marked. 

C. Megal Sale of Liquor by Drink or 
Bottle. It shall be a violation of this 
Ordinance for any person to sell by the 
drink or bottle, any liquor except as 
otherwise provided in this Ordinance. 

D. Illegal Transportation, Still, or Sale 
Without Permit. It shall be a violation of 
this Ordinance for any person to sell or 
offer to sell or transport in any manner 
any liquor in violation of this Ordinance, 
or to operate or have in his possession 
without a permit, any mash capable of 
being distilled into liquor. 

E. Illegal Purchase of Liquor. It shall 
be a violation of this Ordinance for any 
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person within the boundaries of the 
Tonto Apache Indian Reservation to buy 
liquor from any person other than at a 
properly authorized tribal liquor outlet. 

F. Hllegal Possession of Liquor—Intent 
to Sell. It shall be a violation of this 
Ordinance for any person to keep or 
possess liquor upon his person or in any 
place or on the premises conducted or 
maintained by him as a principal agent 
with the intent to sell it contrary to the 
provisions in this Ordinance. 

G. Sales to Persons Apparently 
Intoxicated. It shall be a violation of this 
Ordinance for any employee to sell 
liquor to a person apparently under the 
influence of alcohol, or other deleterious 
substances. 

H. Possession and Use of Liquor by 
Minors. Except in the case of liquor 
given or permitted to be given to a 
person under the age of twenty-one (21) 
years by his parents or guardian, for 
medicinal purposes, or administered to 
him by his physician or dentist for 
medicinal purposes; it shall be a 
violation of this Ordinance for any 
person under the age of twenty-one (21) 
years to consume, acquire, be given, or 
have in his possession any alcoholic 
beverage, except when such beverage is 
being used in connection with bona fide 
religious services. 

I, Furnishing Liquor to Minors. It shall 
be a violation of this Ordinance for any 
person to permit any other person under 
the age of twenty-one (21) to consume 
liquor on premises under his control, 
except in those special situations set 
forth in paragraph (H) above. 

]. Sales of Liquor to Minors. It shall be 
a violation of this Ordinance for any 
employee to sell any liquor to any 
person under the age of twenty-one (21) 
years. 

K. Unlawful Transfer of Identification. 
It shall be a violation of this Ordinance 
for any person to transfer in any manner 
an identification of age to a minor for 
the purpose of permitting such minor to 
obtain liquor: Provided that, 
corroborative testimony of a witness 
other than the minor shall be a 
requirement for proof of violation. 

L. Possession of False or Altered 
Identification. It shall be a violation of 
this Ordinance for any person to attempt 
to purchase an alcoholic beverage 
through the use of false or altered 
identification which falsely purports to 
show the individual to be the age of 
twenty-one (21) years or over. 

M. Identification—Proof of Minimum 
Age. Where there may be a question of a 
person's right to purchase liquor by 
reason of his age such person shall be 
required to present any one of the 
following officially issued cards of 
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identification which shows correct age 
and bears his signature and photograph: 

(1) Liquor Control Authority Card of 
Identification of any state. 

(2) Driver's License of any state or an 
identification card issued by any state 
department of motor vehicles. 

(3) United States Active Duty Military 
identification. 

(4) Passport. 

N. Unlawful Employment. It shall be a 
violation of this Ordinance to employ a 
person under the age of twenty-one (21) 
years to manufacture, sell or dispose of 
spirituous liquors. 

O. Unlawful Hours for Sales. It shall 
be a violation of this Ordinance for any 
employee at a tribal liquor outlet to sell, 
dispose of, deliver or give spirituous 
liquors on the outlet premises, between 
the hours of one o'clock a.m. and six 
o'clock a.m. Monday thru Saturday, and 
between the hours of one o'clock a.m. 
and twelve o'clock noon on Sundays. 

P. Unlawful Hours for Sales on 
Election Days. It shall be a violation of 
this Ordinance for any employee at a 
tribal liquor outlet to sell, dispose of, 
deliver or give spirituous liquors on the 
outlet premises on Election Days, during 
the hours polling places are open for 
voting. 

Q. Unlawful Container or Premises 
Sales. It shall be a violation of this 
Ordinance for any employee at a tribal 
liquor outlet to sell, dispose of, deliver 
or give spirituous liquors except in the 
original container, to permit spirituous 
liquor to be consumed on the outlet 
premises, or to sell spirituous liquor in a 
container having a capacity of less than 
eight ounces except as approved by the 
Manager and Board. 

R. Unlawful Broken Package. It shall 
be a violation of this Ordinance for any 
person to consume spirituous liquor 
from a broken package in a public place, 
thoroughfare or gathering except as may 
be approved by the Manager and Board. 

S. Unlawful Employee Consumption. 
It shall be a violation of this Ordinance 
for any employee at a tribal liquor 
outlet, when engaged in, waiting on or 
serving customers, to consume 
spirituous liquor or to remain on or 
about the premises at anytime while in 
an intoxicated or disorderly condition. 

T. Unlawful Possession or , 
Transportation. It shall be a violation of 
this Ordinance for a person to have in 
his possession or to transport spirituous 
liquor which is manufactured in a 
distillery, winery, brewery or rectifying 
plant contrary to the laws of the United 
States and the State of Arizona. 

U. Unlawful Acts at or Near 
Ceremonies. It shall be a violation of 
this Ordinance for any person to be in a 
state of intoxication or to sell, attempt to 


sell, solicit, consume, possess, acquire or 
transfer liquor within an area restricted 
for a sunrise dance or painting 
ceremony or other tribal ceremony or 
activity designed [Sic] by the Board. 


Article X—Tribal Court Jurisdiction. 


A. The Tonto Apache Tribal Court of 
the Tonto Apache Tribe shall have 
jurisdiction over all violations and 
prohibited acts enumerated in this 
Ordinance when committed by any 
person. 

B. Proof of Prohibited Sale—Intent. In 
any proceeding under this Ordinance, 
proof of one prohibited sale of liquor 
shall suffice to establish prima facie the 
intent or purpose of keeping liquor for 
sale in violation of this Ordinance. 

C. General sanctions. Any person 
adjudged to be in violation of this 
Ordinance shall be subject to a civil fine 
of not more than Five Hundred Dollars 
($500.00) for each such violation. The 
Board may adopt by regulation a 
schedule of fines for each type of 
violation, taking into account its 
seriousness and the threat it may pose 
to the general health and welfare of 
tribal members. Such a schedule may 
also provide, in the case of repeated 
violations, for imposition of monetary 
fines greater than the Five Hundred 
Dollars ($500.00) limitation set forth 
above. 

D. Illegal Items Declared Contraband. 
Alcoholic beverages which are 
possessed contrary to the terms of this 
Ordinance are declared to be 
contraband. Any tribal law enforcement 
officer who issues a citation or serves a 
summons under this Ordinance shall 
seize such contraband, in conformity 
with the Tonto Apache Tribal 
Constitution and the applicable 
provisions of 25 U.S.C. § 1302. 

E. Preservation and Forfeiture. Any 
tribal law enforcement officer seizing 
contraband shall preserve the 
contraband by placing it in a secure 
area provided for storage of impounded 
property and shall promptly prepare an 
inventory of it. Upon entry of judgement, 
a person adjudged to be in violation of 
this Ordinance shall forfeit all right, 
title, and interest in the items seized, 
which shall be disposed of in 
accordance with the Tonto Apache Law 
and Order Code: Provided that the items 
so forfeited shall not be sold to any 
person not entitled to possess them 
under applicable law. 

F. Declaration of Nuisance. Any room, 
house, building, boat, vessel, vehicle, 
structure, or other place where liquor is 
sold, manufactured, bartered, 
exchanged, given away, furnished, or 
otherwise disposed of in violation of 
these provisions of this Ordinance or 
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any other tribal law relating to the 
manufacture, importation, 
transportation, possession, distribution, 
and sale of liquor, and all property kept 
in and used in maintaining such place, 
are hereby declared to be a public 
nuisance. 

G. Institution of Action. The Chairman 
of the Board shall institute and maintain 
an action in the Tribal Court in the name 
of the Tribe to abate and perpetually 
enjoin any nuisance declared under this 
Article. The plaintiff shall not be 
required to file bond in the action, and 
restraining orders, temporary 
injunctions, and permanent injunctions 
may be granted in the cause as in other 
injunction proceedings ‘against the 
defendant. The court may also order the 
room, house, building, boat, vessel, 
vehicle, structure, or place closed for a 
period of one (1) year or until the owner, 
lessee, tenant, or occupant thereof shall 
give bond of sufficient surety to be 
approved by the Court in the sum of not 
less than One Thousand Dollars 
($1,000.00), payable to the Tribe, and 
conditioned that liquor will not be 
thereafter manufactured, kept, sold, 
bartered, exchanged, given away, 
furnished or otherwise desposed of 
thereof in violation of the provisions of 
this Ordinance or any other applicable 
tribal law, and that he will pay all civil 
fines, costs and damages assessed 
against him for any violation of this 
Ordinance or of any other applicable 
tribal law, and that he will pay all civil 
fines, costs and damages assessed 
against him for any violation of this 
Ordinance or of other tribal liquor 
Ordinance or regulation. If any 
condition of the bond is violated, the 
Court may order all or any part of the 
bond forfeited to the Tribe. Any action 
taken under this Article shall be in 
addition to any other sanctions provided 
for in this Ordinance. 

H. Inall cases:where any person has 
been adjudged to be in violation of this 
Ordinance or tribal laws relating to the 
manufacture, importation, 
transportation, possession, distribution, 
or sale of liquor, an action may be 
brought in tribal court to abate as a 
nuisance any real estate or other 
property involved in the commission of 
the offense, and in any such action, a 
certified copy of the record of such 
judgment shall be admissable in 
evidence as prima facie evidence that 
the room, house, vessel, boat, building, 
vehicle, structure, or place against 
which such action is a public nuisance. 


Section 1—Procedures for Violations 


A. All persons who are charged with 
violation of this Ordinance’or any rule 
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and regulations issued thereunder shall 
be summoned or cited into Tribal Court 
there to be given a hearing as provided 
by the Administration or Civil 
Procedures of the Tribal Law and Order 
Code, as may be applicable, for the 
alleged civil violations. 

B. In addition to any financial or other 
sanctions imposed by the court, all 
alcoholic beverages in possession of the 
violator at the time of the violation and 
any funds from the illegal sale thereof 
may be declared contraband and shal! 
be confiscated and forfeited to the 
Tribe. 

C. Persons, not members of the Tonto 
Apache Tribe, who are found to be in 
repeated violation of this Ordinance or 
any rules and regulations issued 
thereunder may be subject to exclusion 
from the jurisdiction of the Tonto 
Apache Tribe by authority of the 
Exclusion provisions of the Tonto 
Apache Tribal Civil and Criminal Code. 


Article XIl—Profits. 


The gross proceeds collected by the 
Board for all sales of alcholic beverages 
on the Tonto Apache Indian Reservation 
shalt be distributed as follows: 

A. For the cost of goods; 

B. For the payment of taxes provided 
in Section VIII of this Ordinance; 

For the payment of all necessary 
employees, administrative and related 
costs of the Manager and Board; 

D. The remainder of all gross proceeds 
shall be-paid over to the general fund of 
the Tonte Apache Tribe on a monthly or 
other periodic payment schedule 
established by the Board, and shall 
expended by the Tonto Apache Tribal 
Council for the general governmental 
services of the Tribe, and for the 
purposes. of investment in economic 
ventures. 


Article Xi!—Severability and Revision. 


A. If any section of this Ordinance or 
the application thereof to any party or 
class, or to any specific circumstances, 
shall be held to be isivalid for any cause 
whatsoever, the remainder of the 
provisions of this Ordinance shall not be 
affected thereby and shall remain in full 
force and effect as though no part. 
thereof has been declared to be invalid. 

B. Any Ordinances, resolutions or 
provisions thereof which are repugnant 
or inconsistent with any of the 
provisions of this Ordinance are hereby 
revised and amended to the extent of 
such inconsistency. 

C. The Federal. Indian Liquor Laws 
shall remain applicable to any act or 
transaction which is not in conformity: 
with this Ordinance by any person may 


be subject to federal prosecution as well 
as to the penalties provided herein [Sic}, 
[FR Doc. 86-757 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45. am} 
BILLING CODE 4310-02-M 


Bureau of Land Management 
Filing of Plats of Survey; Oregon and 
Washington 

AGENCY: Bureau of taal Management, 
Interior. _ 

ACTION: Notice. 


sumMaARY: The plats of survey of the 
following described lands have been 
officially filed in the Oregon State 
Office, Portland, Oregon on the dates 
hereinafter stated: 
Willamette Meridian 
OR T. 215., R. 6 W. 
Officially filed December 11, 1985 
WAT. 25N., R. 17 E., 
OR T. 245S., R. 4 W., 
OR T. 35 S.,.R. 7 W., 
OR T. 45S., R. 8W., 
OR T. 30S., R. 11 W. 
Officially filed December 20, 1985 

All of the above-listed plats represent 
dependent resurveys, corrective 
dependent surveys, a supplemental plat, 
subdivisions and amended lottings. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Bureau of Land Management, 825 N.E. 
Multnomah Street, P.O. Box 2965, 
Portland, Oregon 97208. 

Dated: January 3, 1986. 
B. LaVelle Black, 
Chief, Branch of Lands and Minerals 
Operations. 
[FR Doc. 86-762 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 +m] 
BILLING CODE 4310-33-M 


National Park Service 


National Register of Historic Places; 
Arizona et al.; Notification of Pending 
Nominations 


Nominations for the following 
properties being considered for listing in 
the National Register were received by 
the National Park Service before 
January 4, 1986. Pursuant to § 60.13 of 36 
CFR Part 60 written comments 
concerning the significance of these 
properties under the National Register 
criteria for evaluation may be forwarded 
to the National Register, National Park 
Service, U.S. Department of the Interior, 
Washington, DC 20243. Written 
comments should be submitted by 
January 29, 1986. 

Carol D. Shull, 
Chief of Registration, National Register. 


ARIZONA 


Maricopa County 


Phoenix, Coronado Neighborhood Historic 
District, Roughly bounded by Virginia 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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Ave., Fourteenth St., McDowell Rd., and 
Seventh St. 


ILLINOIS 


Coles County 


Mattoon, Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago and 
St. Louis Railroad Station, 1632 Broadway 
St. 


Cook County 


Evanston, Warren, Edward Kirk, House and 
Garage, 2829 and 2831 Sheridan PI. 


McLean County 
Normal, Cook, John W., Hail, Minois State 
University on US 51 


MASSACHUSETTS 
Bershire County 


Cheshire, Stafford Hill Memorial, Stafford 
Hill Rd. 


Horfolk County 


Wellesley, Wellesiey Farms Railroad 
Station, Croton St. Extension 


Suffolk County 
Boston, Christ Church, 1220 River St. 


MONTANA 


Flathead County 

West Glacier vicinity, Apgar Fire Lookout 
(Glacier National Park MRA), Near Lake. 
McDonald 

West Glacier vicinity, Belly River Ranger 
Station Historic District (Glacier National 
Park MRA), Head of Belly River Valley 

West Glacier vicinity, Bowman Lake Patrol 
Cabin (Glacier National Park MRA), 
Lower end of Bowman Lake % mile E. of 
Bowman Lake Ranger Station 

West Glacier vicinity, East Glacier Ranger 
Station Historic District (Glacier National 
Park MRA), % mile N. of East Glacier Park 
on MT 49 

West Glacier vicinity, Fielding Snowshoe 
Patrol Cabin (Glacier National Park MRA). 
Off US 2 

West Glacier vicinity, Ford Creek Patrol 
Cabin (Glacier National Park MRA), Rt. 7 

West Glacier vicinity, Gunsight Pass Shelter 
(Glacier National Park MRA), Junction of 
Gunsight Pass Trail and the Continental 
Divide 

West Glacier vicinity, Heaven's Peak Fire 
Lookout (Glacier National Park MRA), 
Mount Cannon 

West Glacier vicinity, Huckleberry Fire 
Lookout (Glacier National Park MRA), 
Summit of Huckleberry Mt. 

West Glacier vicinity, Kintla Lake Ranger 
Station (Glacier National Park MRA), S. 
shore of Kintla Lake 

West Glacier vicinity, Kishenehn Ranger 
Station Historic District (Glacier National 
Park MRA), 3 miles S. of Canadian-US 
border near Kishenehn Creek and North 
Fork River. 

West Glacier vicinity, Logan Creek Patrol 
Cabin (Glacier National Park MRA), E. 
‘side of Going-to-the Sun Hwy. at Logan 
Creek crossing 

West Glacier vicinity, Logging Creek Ranger 
Station Historic District (Glacier National 
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Park MRA), Glacier Rt. 7 near Logging 
Creek 

West Glacier vicinity. Logging Lake 
Boathouse (Glacier National Park MRA), 
Adjacent to Lower Logging Lake Snowshoe 
Cabin 

West Glacier vicinity, Loneman Fire Lookout 
(Glacier National Park MRA), Access via 
Loneman Mountain Trail 

West Glacier vicinity, Lower Logging Lake 
Snowshoe Cabin (Glacier National Park 
MRA), Near foot of Logging Lake 

West Glacier vicinity, Lower Nyack 
Showshoe Cabin (Glacier National Park 
MRA),W. Side of Nyack Creek Trail 

West Glacier vicinity, Lower Park Creek 
Patrol Cabin (Glacier National Park MRA}, 
E. side of Park Creek Trail past crossing of 
Fielding-Coal Creek Trail 

West Glacier vicinity, McCarthy Homestead 
Cabin (Glacier National Park MRA), North 
Fork on the Flathead River 

West Glacier vicinity, Mount Brown Fire 
Lookout (Glacier National Park MRA), Off 
Rt. 1 near Snyder Lakes 

West Glacier vicinity, Numa Ridge Lookout 
(Glacier National Park MRA), Near 
Bowman Lake 

West Glacier vicinity, Nyack Ranger Station 
Barn and Fire Cache (Glacier National 
Park MRA), Nyack Ranger Station 

West Glacier vicinity, Pass Creek Snowshoe 
Cabin (Glacier National Park MRA), 
Confluence of Waterton River and Pass 
Creek 

West Glacier vicinity, Polebridge Ranger 
Station Historic District (Glacier National 
Park MRA), Rt. 7 and W. bank of North 
Fork Rd. 

West Glacier vicinity, Ptarmigan Tunnel 
(Glacier National Park MRA), N. of 
Ptarmigan Lake 

West Glacier vicinity, Quartz Lake Patrol 
Cabin (Glacier National Park MRA), Foot 
of Quartz Lake 

West Glacier vicinity, Sca/plock Mountain 
Fire Lookout (Glacier National Park MRA), 
Accessible by trail connecting to Boundary 
Trail near Walton Ranger Station 

West Glacier vicinity, Sherburne Ranger 
Station Historic District (Glacier National 
Park MRA), Rt. 3 near Glacier Entrance 

West Glacier vicinity, Sky/and Camp— 
Bowman Lake Ranger Station (Glacier 
— Park MRA), SW shore of Bowman 
Lake 

West Glacier vicinity, Slide Lake Woodshed 
(Glacier National Park MRA), N. side of 
— Creek adjacent to Slide Lake Patrol 
Cabin 

West Glacier vicinity, Slide Lake-Otatso 
Creek-Patral Cabin (Glacier National Park 
MRA), N. Side of Otatso Creek 

West Glacier vicinity, St. Mary Ranger 
Station (Glacier National Park MRA), E. 
end of Upper St. Mary Lake 

West Glacier vicinity, Swiftcurrent Fire 
Lookout (Glacier National Park MRA), 
Near The Continental Garden Wall in 
vicinity of Swiftcurrent Mountain 

West Glacier vicinity, Swiftcurrent Ranger 
Station Historic District (Glacier National 
Park MRA), Off Rt. 3 near Swiftcurrent 
Lake 

West Glacier vicinity, Two Medicine General 


Store (Glacier National Park MRA), E. 

shore Two Medicine Lake 

West Glacier vicinity, Upper Kintla Lake 
Patrol Cabin (Glacier National Park MRA), 
Head of Kintla Lake 

West Glacier vicinity, Upper Lake McDonald 
Ranger Station Historic District (Glacier 
National Park MRA), North shore Lake 
McDonald 

West Glacier vicinity, Upper Logging Lake 
Snowshoe Cabin (Glacier National Park 
MRA), Neer head of Logging Lake 

West Glacier vicinity, Upper Nyack 
Snowshoe Cabin (Glacier National Park 
MRA), N. side of Nyack Creek 

West Glacier vicinity, Upper Park Creek 
Patrol Cabin (Glacier National Park MRA), 
Junction of Park Creek and Two Medicine 
Pass Trails 

West Glacier vicinity, Wa/ton Ranger Station 
Historic District (Glacier National Park 
MRA), US 2 near Essex 


[FR Doc. 86-844 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILING CODE 4310-70-M 


Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement 


Availability of Annual Evaluation 
Reports on the Administration of State 
Regulatory and Abandoned Mine 
Lands Programs Under the Surface 


' Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 


1977 
AGENCY: Office of Surface Mining 


' Reclamation and Enforcement (OSMRE), 


Interior. : 
ACTION: Notice of availability. 


SUMMARY: OSMRE is announcing the 
availability of three. annual evaluation 
reports on the administration of State 
regulatory and abandoned mine lands 
(AML) programs under the Surface 
Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 
1977 (SMCRA). The three reports, 
covering the States of Arkansas, 
Pennsylvania and Virginia were 
prepared under the provisions of 
OSMRE'’s oversight policy and have 
been transmitted to Congress. 


ADDRESSES: See “SUPPLEMENTARY 
INFORMATION” for the addresses where 
copies of the reports may be obtained. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Authur W. Abbs, Chief, Division of State 
Program Assistance, Office of Surface 
Mining Reclamation and Enforcement, 
1951 Constitution Avenue NW., 
Washington, DC 20240; Telephone: (202) 
343-5351. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Copies 
of the reports are available; free of — 
charge, at the respective OSMRE offices 
listed below: 

Arkansas: Tulsa Field Office, Office of 
Surface Mining, 333 West 4th Street, 
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Room 3432, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103. 

Pennsylvania: Harrisburg Field Office, 
Office of Surface Mining, 101 South 2nd 
Street, Suite L-4, Harrisburg, 
Pennsylvania 17101. ' 

Virginia: Big Stone Gap Field Office, 
Office of Surface Mining, P.O. Box 626, 
Big Stone Gap, Virginia 24219. 


Background 


Under section 503 of SMCRA, a State 
may elect to assume primary 
responsibility for regulating surface coal 
mining and reclamation operations 
within its borders by submitting a 
program to the Secretary of the Interior 
which demonstrates the State’s 
capability to carry out the provisions of 
SMCRA. Once the Secretary approves 
the program, the State is granted 
primacy, and the Federal government 
assumes a monitoring and evaluation 
role. Monitoring of the State’s 
administration and enforcement of its 
regulatory and AML programs is 
conducted throughout the year. The 
Field Office Directors compile and 
analyze the data gathered during the 
evaluation period and prepare annual 
evaluation reports for transmittal to 
Congress. 

Evaluation reports for (Illinois, 
Kentucky, Maryland, Mississippi, 
Montana and North Dakota) were 
completed and sent to Congress on 
November 5, 1985. These final reports 
were made publicly available on 
November 14, 1985 (50 FR 47122). 
Evaluation reports for Alabama, Alaska, 
Ohio, and Wyoming were completed 
and sent to Congress on November 25, 
1985, and were made publicly available 
on November 29, 1985 (50 FR 49138). 
Evaluation reports for Indiana, Iowa, 
Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri and 
Oklahoma were completed and sent to 
Congress on December 10, 1985, were 
made publicly available on December 
18, 1985 (50 FR 51612). Three additional 
evaluations reports for Arkansas, 
Pennsylvania and Virginia were 
completed and sent to Congress on 
January 7, 1986, and are now publicly 
available. As the remaining reports are 
completed, OSMRE plans to make them 
available also. 


Dated: January 8, 1986. 
Len Richeson, 


Acting Assistant Director, Program 
Operations, Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement. 

[FR Doc. 86-750 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 


BILLING CODE 4310-05-M 
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INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 


[Ex Parte No. 388 (Sub-3)/ . 


intrastate Rail Rate Authority; 
Colorado — 


ACTION: Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

ACTION: Notice of certification. 
SUMMARY: The Coiimission grants final 
certification to the Public Utilities 
Commission of Colorado under 49 U.S.C. 
11501(b) to regulate intrastate rail 
transportation, subject to a condition 
precedent that it modify its standards 
and procedures as noted in the full 
decision. 

DATES: Certification for the statutory 5- 
year period will begin on February 13, 
1986 subject to the condition precedent 
that Colorado notify the Commission 
within this period that it has made (or if 
unable t6 do-so within this time, that it 
will make) the required modifications. 
and that its modified standards and 
procedures have been officially and 
finally adopted. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Louis E: Gitomer, (202) 275-7245. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Additional information is contained in 
the Commission's decision. To purchase 
a copy of the full decision, write to T.S. 
InfoSystems, Inc., Room 2229, Interstate’ 
Commerce Commission Building, 
Washington, DC 20423, or call 289-4357 
(DC Metropolitan area) or toll free (800) 
424-5403. 

Decided: January 2, 1986, 

By the Commission, Chairman Gradison 
Vice Chairman Simmons, Commissioners 
Taylor, Sterrett, Andre, Lamboley, and 
Strenio. Commissioners Taylor and Strenio 
did not participate in the disposition‘of this 
proceeding. 

James H. Bayne, 

Secretary. 

|FR Doc. 86-765 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-m 


[Docket No. AB-43 (Sub-No. 134)] 


iilinois Central Gulf Railroad Co.; 
Abandonment in DeWitt and Piatt 
Counties, IL; Findings 


The Commission has found that, 
subject to certain conditions, the public 
convenience and necessity permit the 
Illinois Central Gulf Railroad Company® 
to abandon its 38.22-mile line of raiload 
in DeWitt and Piatt Counties, IL, 
between (1) White Health {milepost N 
15.00) and Clinton (milepost.N 39.00), 
including White Heath, but excluding 
Clinton; and (2) White Heath (milepost P 


0.00) and Cisco, IL (mile post P 14.22), 
including both White Heath and Cisco. 

This certificate authorizing this 
abandonment will be effective 30 days 
after concurrent service unless within 10 
days after this publication the 
Commission.also finds that: (1) A 
financially responsible person has 
offered assistance (through subsidy or 
purchase) to enable the rail service to be 
continued; and (2) it is likely that the 
assistance would fully compensate the 
railroad. 

Any financial assistance offer must be 
filed with the Commission and the 
applicant no later than 10 days from 
publication of this Notice. The following 
notation must be typed in bold face on 
the lower left-hand corner of the 
envelope containing the offer: “Rail 
Section, AB-OFA.” Any offer previously 
made must be remade within this 10-day 
period. 

Information and procedures regarding 
financial assistance for continued rail 
service are contained in 49 U.S.C. 10905 
and 49 CFR 1152.27. 

James H. Bayne, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 86-839 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 1035~01-M 


[Docket No. AB-10 (Sub-No. 31] 


Wheeling and Lake Erie Railway 
Company and Norfolk and Western 
Railway Company Abandonment and 
Discontinuance in Muskingum County, 
OH; Findings 


The Commission has found that the 
public convenience and necessity 
permit: (1) The abandonment by 
Wheeling and Lake Erie Railway 
Company (WLE) and the discontinuance 


. by Norfolk and Western Rai!way 


Company (NW) of operations over, a 
3.80-mile line of railroad between 
milepost 0.00 and milepost 3.80 in the 
City of Zanesville, Muskingum County, 
OH,-and (2) discontinuance of service 
by NW over trackage of The Baltimore 
and Ohio Railroad Company (B&O) 
between milepost NW 144.2 and ZB 0.20, 
a distance of approximately 1.25 miles 
in Zanesville, performed under a 
trackage rights agreement between NW 
and B&O. 

An abandonment certificate will be 
issued authorizing this abandonment 
and discontinuance of service unless 
within 15 days after this publication the 
Commission also finds that: (1) A 
financially responsible person has 
offered financial assistance (through 
subsidy or purchase) to enable the rail 
service to be continued; and (2) it is 
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likely that the assistance would fully 
compensate the railroads. 

Any financial assistance offer must be 
filed with the Commission and the 
applicants no later than 10 days from, 
the date of publication of this Notice. 
The following notation shall be.typed in 
bold face on the lower left-hand corner 
of the envelope containing the offer: 
“Rail Section, AB—-OFA.” Any offer 
previously made must be remade within 
this 10-day period. 

Information and procedures regarding 
financial assistance for continued rail 
service are contained in 49 U.S.C. 10905 
and 49 CFR Part 1152. 

James H. Bayne, 

Secretary. 

{FR Doc. 86-866 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Antitrust Division 


National Cooperative Research Act of 
1984; Subsea Production Maintenance 
Joint industry Program; Brown & Root, 
Inc. 


Notice is hereby given that pursuant 
to section 6{a) of the National 
Cooperative Research Act of 1984, Pub. 
L. No. 98-462 (“the Act’), Brown & Root, 
Inc., Taylor Diving, Inc. and Otis 
Engineering Corporation have filed a 
written notification of a proposed joint 
venture simultaneously with the 
Attorney General and the Federal Trade 
Commission disclosing (1) the identities 
of the parties to the venture and (2) the 
nature and objectives of the venture. 
The notification was filed for the 
purpose of invoking the Act's provision 
limiting recovery by antitrust plaintiffs 
to actual damages under specified 
circumstances. Pursuant to section 6(b) 
of the Act, the identities of the parties to 
the venture and its general areas of 
planned activities are given below. 

The parties to the Subsea 
Maintenance Joint Industry Program are: 
Amoco Production Company, P.O. Box 

3092, Houston, Texas 77253 
Arco Exploration & Technology Co., P.O. 

Box 2819, Dallas, Texas 75221 
Placid Oil Company, 3900 Thanksgiving 

Tower, Dallas, Texas 75201 


_Sohio Petroleum Company, 5400 LBJ 


Frwy, #1200 LB-25; Dallas, Texas 
75240 ft 
Chevron Corporation, P.O. Box 5045, 
San Ramon, California 94583-0945 
Exxon Production Research Co., P.O. 
Box 2189, Houston, Texas 77252 
Marathon Oil Company, P.O. Box 3128, 
Houston, Texas 77253 
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Mobil Exploration & Production 
Services, Inc., P.O. Box 900, Dallas, 
Texas 75221 

EP Operating Company, 1817 Wood 
Street, Dallas, Texas 75201 

Brown & Root International, INC., P.O. 
Box 3/Blg. 04, Houston, Texas 77001 

Otis Engineering Corporation P.O. Box 
34380, Dallas, Texas 5234 

Taylor Diving, Inc., (formerly Taylor 
Diving & Salvage Co., Inc.), 701 
Engineers Rd., Belle Chasse, Louisiana 
70037 
Brown and Root International, Taylor 

Diving an Otis Engineering are co- 

sponsors of the venture, a Joint Industry 

Program to develop a reliable and cost 

effective “downhole” (in the well) 

maintenance system for “subsea 
completions” (ocean bed wells without 
surface platforms). The co-sponsors are 
companies affiliated through Halliburton 

Company, 2600 Southland Center, 

Dallas, Texas 75201. The principal 

nature of the program is to develop a 


system capable of performing downhole - 


maintenance on a subsea completed 
well from the deck of a workboat class 
vessel. Among the options to be 
considered are use of flexible pipe for 
“workover risers” {the conduits that 
permit maintenance tools to be lowered 
to the well), or use of no riser at all 
whereby tools are lowered directly to 
the well without a conduit, i.e. subsea 
lubricator systems. Both wireline (tools 
lowered through a conduit by wire) and 
pumpdown (tools lowered through a 
fluid-filled tube) maintenance methods 
will also be considerd. 

The planned end product of the 
overall Joint Industry Program is an 
industry defined system design proven 
by full scale prototype tests offshore. 
The final design may incorporate 
features allowing for different system 
configurations depending on site specific 
conditions. The design will be owned by 
the participants who will be free to use 
it in their own operations. Halliburton 
envisions operating the system in 
promising regional markets through it 
service affiliates. . 

The Joint Industry Program as now 
planned has three phases. Phase I will 
define a chosen system so that critical 
components can be designed, fabricated 
and tested in Phase II. Upon satisfactory 
completion of component testing, a full 
scale prototype system will be 
fabricated and tested offshore in Phase 
II. The timing of the program allows for 
specification of compatible production 
hardware as early as fall, 1986 with the 
prototype system operational in 1988. 
Each phase will be separately 
contracted. The participants in Phase I 


will choose whether to continue Phase II 
and so forth. 

Joseph H. Widmar, 

Director of Operations, Antitrust Division. 
[FR Doc. 86-773 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4410-01-™ 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Office of the Secretary 


Agency Recordkeeping/Reporting 
Requirements Under Review by the 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) 


Background: The Department of 
Labor, in carrying out its responsibilities 
under the Paperwork Reduction Act (44 
U.S.C. Chapter 35), considers comments 
on the reporting and recordkeeping . 
requirements that will affect the public. 

List of Recordkeeping/Reporting 
Requirements Under Review: On each 
Tueday and/or Friday, as necessary, the 
Department of Labor will publish a list 
of the Agency recordkeeping/ reporting 
requirements under review by the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) since 
the last list was published. The list will 
have all entries grouped into new 
collections, revisions, extension, or 
reinstatements. The Departmental 
Clearance Officer will, upon request, be 
able to advise members of the public of 
the nature of the particular submission 
they are interested in. 

Each entry may contain the following 
information: 

The Agency of the Department issuing 
this recordkeeping/reporting 
requirement. 

The title of the recordkeeping/ 
reporting requirement. 

The OMB and Agency identification 
numbers, if applicable. 

How often the recordkeeping/ 
reporting requirement is needed. 

Who will be required to or asked to 
report or keep records. 

Whether small businesses or 
organizations are affected. 

An estimate of the total number of 
hours needed to comply with the 
recordkeeping/reporting requirements. 

The number of forms in the request for 
approval, if applicable. 

An abstract describing the need for 
and uses of the information collection. 

Comments and Questions: Copies of 
the recordkeeping/ reporting 
requirements may be obtained by calling 
the Departmental Clearance Officer, 
Paul E. Larson, Telephone 202 523-6331. 
Comments and questions about the 
items on this list should be directed to 
Mr. Larson, Office of Information 
Management, U.S. Department of Labor, 
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200 Constitution Avenue NW., Room N- 
1301, Washington, DC 20210. Comments 
should also be sent to the OMB 
reviewer, Nancy Wentzler, Telephone 
202 395-6880, Office of Information and 
Regulatory Affairs, Office of 
Management and Budget, Room 3208, 
Washington, DC 20503. 

Any member of the public who wants 
to comment on a recordkeeping/ 
reporting requirement which has been 
submitted to OMB should advise Mr. 
Larson of this intent at the earliest. 
possible date. 


Revision 


Employment and Training 
Administration 
JTPA Semiannual Status Report and 
Statewide Characteristics 
Summer (Title lI-B) Report 
1205-0200; ETA 8579 
Semiannual, annual 
State or local governments 
57 respondents; 912 hours 
The information collected will be used 
to semiannually assess JTPA statewide 
programs and learn who is served by 
Title I-B Summer programs. Participant 
and financial data will be used to 
respond to congressional oversight, to 
prepare budget requests based on more 
current data, and make annual reports 
to Congress per statute. The 
Employment and Training 
Administration presents a detailed 
description of this proposed paperwork 
requirement in today’s issue of the 
Federal Register. See the Notice Section. 


Employment and Training 

Administration 
JTPA Annual Status Report 
1205-0211; ETA 8580 
Annual 
State or local governments 
57 respondents; 349,717 hours . 

Reporting requirements are necessary 
for the Secretary to complete his 
responsibilities specified at sections 106, 
165 and 169 of JTPA. 

The Employment and Training 
Administration presents a detailed 
description of this proposed paperwork 
requirement in today’s issue of the 
Federal Register. See the Notice Section. 
Signed at Washington, DC this 9th day 
of January, 1986. 

Paul E. Larson, 

Departmental Clearance Officer. 

[FR Doc. 86-792 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4510-23-M 


Task Force on Economic Adjustment . 
and Worker Dislocation; Meeting 


Notice is hereby given that the Task 
Force on Economic Adjustment and 
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Worker Dislocation will hold its second 
meeting at. 10:00 a.m. on Wednesday, 
February 5, 1986, in Room C-5515— 
Seminar Room 6, 200 Constitution 
Avenue NW., Washington, DC 20210. 
The public is invited to attend. 

The purpose of the meeting is to 
narrow the issues of economic 
adjustment and worker dislocation 
under discussion and to further structure 
the iniquity of the Task Force. 

For additional information contact: Mr. 
Joseph Talbot, U.S. Department of 
Labor, Room S-2220, Washington, D.C. 
20210, (202) 523-6076. 


Signed at Washington, DC., this Friday of 
January 10, 1986. 
Michael E. Baroody, 
Assistant Secretary for Policy. 
[FR Doc. 86-807 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am| 
BILLING CODE 4510-23-m 


Employment and Training 
Administration 


Job Training Partnership Act; 
Semiannual Report for Titles li-A and 
lil programs and Statewide Summer 
Characteristics Report 


_ AGENCY: Employment and Training 
Administration, Labor. 


ACTION: Proposed revisions and 
additions to the quarterly status report: 
request for comments. 


SUMMARY: The Department of Labor is 
requesting comments on proposed 
changes to current reporting 
requirements. The information collected 
will be used to semiannually assess Job 
Training Partnership Act (JTPA) 
statewide Titles H-A and Ill programs, 
and learn annually who is served by 
Title II-B Summer programs. Participant 
and financial data will be used to 
respond to congressional oversight, 
prepare budget requests based on more 
current data, and make annual reports ~ 
to Congress pursuant.to statute. 


DATES: Written comments are invited 
from the public. Comments must be 
submitted on or before February 3, 1986. 


appress: Comments should be 
addressed to the Assistant Secretary of 
Labor for Employment and Training, 
U.S. Department of Labor, 601 D Street 
NW., Washington, DC 20213. Attention: 
Robert N. Colombo. Comments should 
also be directed to the OMB reviewer, 
James Mason, Telephone (202) 395-6880. 
Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs, Office of Management and 
Budget, Room 3208, Washington, DC 
20503, 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Robert N. Colombo, Telephone: (202) 
376-6093. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Department of Labor is proposing 
changes in program reports submitted 
by States under the Job Training 
Partnership Act (JTPA). These proposals 
include a semiannual submission of a 
revised JTPA Semiannual Status Report 
(JSSR), which has been required 
annually since the start of Program Year 
(PY) 1984, and the initiation of a new 
once-per-year report on the 
characteristics of participants served by 
the Title II-B Summer Youth 
Employment and Training Program 
(SYETP). Proposals for the new 
Statewide Characteristics Summer 
Report (SCSR) and the revised JSSR 
have been forwarded to the Office of 
Management and Budget for review 
pursuant to the provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act. In 
accordance with that Act, the 
Department is publishing the preposed 
revisions as a notice in the Federal 
Register in order to obtain broad 
comment on the Department's intended. 
JSSR and SCSR requirements for PY 
1986. Upon completion of the OMB 
review, the Department will notify the 
JTPA system of any changes or 
adjustments as a result of the review. 


A. Authority and Purpose of the JTPA 
Semiannual Status Report.and Title II-B 
Statewide Characteristics Summer 
Report Requirements 


Initial program reporting instructions 
were issued for the Job Training 
Partnership Act (JTPA) in response to 
the provisions regarding the Secretary's 
responsibilities and authorities for 
program recordkeeping and reporting, 
including: — . 

Section 165—Aeports, Recordkeeping, 
and Investigations. This section 
authorizes the Secretary to direct 
recipients to maintain records of 
expenditure that are sufficient to permit 
the preparation of required reports. 
Also, each recipient is to maintain 


records of program performance in such - 


a way as to enable it to submit reports 
as required by the Seeretary. Section 165 
requires that all-recipients and. - 
subrecipients design and utilize a 
management information system (MIS) 
to facilitate compilation of statewide 
programmatic and financial data 
necessary for reporting purposes. 
Section 169—Administrative 
Provisions. The Secretary is directed at 


‘paragraph (d)(1) to submit an annual 


report to the Congress regarding the 
achievements of. JTPA programs. Such a 
report will necessarily depend on and 
include data on performance. 
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Section 301—Employment and 
Training Assistance for Dislocated 
Workers. The Secretary is authorized to 
reallot any amount of a State's Title Ill 
allotment to the-extent that the 
Secretary determines that the State will 
not be able to obligate the funds within 
one year of allotment. 

These proposed revisions to regular 
program reports were developed at the 
same time the Department was 
considering changes to the JTPA Annual 
Status Report (JASR), which implements 
terminee characteristics and outcomes 
reporting for the performance standards 
required under Section 106 of the Act. 
The basis for determining where the first 
general revision and extension of the 
March 1983 program reporting 
requirements included 

* The Department's review of the 
experience and performance of the JTPA 
system after the completion.of the first 
full program year (PY 1984), with 
attention to those areas where there 
were-weaknesses or gaps in the 
Department's knowledge about how the 
system fared in meeting certain 
statutory requirements; 

¢ Requests made for information on 
JTPA program enrollment and 
expenditure during Congressional 
oversight. 

* The necessity for more current and 
detailed information for the Department 
to manage the programs.in the context 
of the Federal budget process. 


B. Reasons for the Revisions 


Revisions to program reporting 
systems for PY 1986-are being proposed 
now following the Department's 
consideration of the present annual 
JQSR requirements. 

Currently, the Department has 
incomplete information on how States 
utilize funds under the four specific- 
purpose setasides defined by Section 
202(b) of the Act. Information on the 
expenditure of, and actual uses for. 
Section 202{b)(2)(A) performance 
incentive/technical assistance funds has 
been a recurring issue. Questions have 
been raised regarding expenditure of 
education and older worker setasides 
within State expenditure totals. The 
Department has no present information 
on expenditure of the.8% education and 
3% older worker setasides. Information 
on 6% funds has-been partial, only. 

The Department receives-ne 
information on levels of participation 
under Title II-A.8% and 3% setaside - 
programs. Current annual JQSR data 
aggregates these participants with those 
in statewide SDA programs. Further, 
there is no within-program year data 
available on rates of termination from 
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JTPA activities nor is there data on rates 
from setasides programs, where field 
research suggests ca of 

P capacity may be greatest. 

The current Title I-A annual JQSR 
does not measure State performance 
against the 40-percent youth expenditure 
requirement of Section 203(b) of the Act. 
Since field reviews have shown 
significant difficulties in numerous 
States in meeting the 40-percent 
mandate, incorporatior. of youth 
expenditures into the JSSR is needed by 
the Department to track this program 
area more carefully. 

ETA oversight, annual reporting, and 
independent program studies point to 
Title II expenditure as a critical area for 
the JTPA system. While participant 
enrollments into projects may proceed 
according to schedule, accrued 
expenditure for employment and 
training activities may lag substantially. 
Particular Departmental and 
Congressional attention has been 
focused on National Reserve projects. 
Present annual JQSR formats provide for 
commined reporting by States of Title III 
Formula and Nationai Reserve 
activities. As a result, very little 
management information exists upon 
which to evaluate performance of 
National Reserve-funded programs or to 
develop options for decisionmakers. 

On the proposal to place Title II-A, 
Title I-B, and Title I] progranis on a 
semiannual reporting basis, the 
Department's review of the present 
system indicates that many of the 
budget pressures now faced were not 
anticipated when annual JQSR 
submission was authorized starting with 
PY 1984 (See 20 CFR 629.36 (1983 ed.)) 
The data available from an annual 
report is too out-of-date to respond to 
Congressional inquiries during the 
budget process and provide a sound 
basis for the Department's budget 
recommendations. Semiannual reporting 
and the addition of the proposed 
expenditure detail will also give the 
Department information on what has 
been found to be widely differing 
expenditure rates of programs under the 
Act. 

Finally, no participant characteristics 
data are reported for Title II-B SYETP. 
Title II-B programs are not included in 
performance standard-driven 
requirements for the JASR nor are Title 
II-B participants included in the Job 
Training Longitudinal Survey (JTLS) 
sample due to the short p m 
duration. The Department, therefore, has 
no information available to measure 
who is being served by this major 
portion of JTPA or to respond to 
congressional inquiries asking for 
participant data. The Department 


conducted a special survey on the 1984 
and 1985 summer youth program to 
provide information requested by the 
Senate Appropriations Committee. 


C. Proposed Changes in Expenditures 
Reporting. 

Accordingly, the Department is 
proposing the addition of the following 
reporting elements: 

On the Title I-A portion of the JSSR: 

¢ Submission of reports by States on 
a semiannual, rather than an annual 
basis. 

¢ Clarification of SDA and STATE 
22% setaside expenditures. 

Instructions for the Service Delivery 
Area line on the JSSR will include 78% 
and 6% funds only. Instructions for five 
new Title H-A re lines on State 
setasides will tell ETA the following 
every six months: 

—Utilization of 6% funds reserved for 


—Utilization of 8% education funds. 

—Utilization of 3% older worker funds. 

—Spending information on State 
administration. 

¢ In addition, a planning figure box 
has been offset next to the Title I-A 
report column to show the amount of 6% 
funds reserved by the Governor for 
technical assistance (TA) (rather than 
performance incentives). This will 
enable ETA to know total 6% incentive 
funding to be provided to the SDAs in 
the State, and will allow for tracking of 
6% T.A. expenditures. 

e Addition of a separate breakout line 
on the JSSR, Title I-A Total Program 
Expenditures for Youth. 

On the Title II-B portion of the JSSR: 

¢ No special changes have been 
suggested for Title II-B (SYETP). 

On the Title III portion of the JSSR: 

e Separation of Title II] Formula— 
funded State programs and Title III 
National Reserve—funded programs 
into two programs columns on the JSSR. 

¢ Elimination of special reporting 
lines for Section 301—funded program 
expenditures for training, participant 
support, and administration, (Title III 
programs will now utilize the same JSSR 
lines as Titles I-A and II-B.) 


D. Proposed Changes in Participant 
Reporting. 


The Department is proposing the 
addition of the following reporting 
elements: 

On the JSSR, in the Title II-A Report 
column only: 

e A breakdown of cumulative Title II- 
A participants by those served by SDAs 
(78% allotment plus any performance 
incentive-funded programs), and those 
served under the 8% education setaside, 
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and those served under the 3% older 
worker setaside. 

¢ A breakdown of cumulative Title I- 
A participants by those terminating from 
SDA programs (78% allotment plus 
performance incentive-funded 
programs), those terminating from 8% 
education setaside programs, and those 
terminating from 3% older worker 
setaside programs. 

For the Summer Youth Employment 
and Training Program (SYETP), the 
introduction of an annual end-of- 
summer Statewide Characteristics 
Summer Report (SCSR): 

¢ SYETP participants broken out into 
14-15, 16-17, 18-21 age groups. 

¢ Participants broken out into school 
dropouts, current students (high school 
or less), and high school graduates. 

¢ Identification of the number of 
participants who are single heads of 
household with dependent children. 

e Individuals served, tabulated by 
standard, OMB-approved categories for 
describing race and ethnicity. 

¢ Identification of youth with barriers 
to employment—handicapped youth and 
youth with limited English-language 
proficiency. 


_ E. Technical Regulations Change 


The Department is publishing a small 
technical change to 20 CFR 629.36 to 
provide for submission of the JQSR as 
the new semiannual JSSR, rather than 
on an annual basis for PY 1986. 


F. Cost to the System 


The changes included in this request 
are not expected to increase the 
reporting burden for most States, given 
the second year of implementation of 
Statewide JTPA MIS. Systems designed 
to respond to present JQSR 
requirements aggregate participant and 
expenditure data from Title I-A 78% 
SDA and 6% performance incentive 
programs, other Title I-A 22% setaside 
program operators, and from Title III 
Formula and National Reserve-funded 
activities. While some systems may 
require modification to produce 
additional participant and expenditure 
detail called for in revised JSSR 
instructions, the cost of modifying 
functioning systems should be moderate 
for most States. 

Since the JQSR was originally 
established for quarterly submission, 
and State MIS are designed to produce 
periodic data compilations, i.e., weekly, 
monthly, quarterly, a change to 
semiannual statewide cumulative 
reporting should not require system 
adjustments. 

Finally, it is not anticipated that 
States would incur substantial cost in 
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compiling SCSR data. Many States 
maintain such participant information 
presently on a centralized basis as part 
of eligibility determination systems and 
State-SDA reporting systems. 


G. OMB Submission 


Accordingly, the document included 
at the appendix to this notice has been- 
submitted to OMB for review under the 
Paperwork Reduction Act as a revision 
to a collection of information. 

Signed at Washington, D.C., this 9th day of 
January, 1986. 

Roger D. Semerad, 

Assistant Secretary for Employment and 
Training. 

Appendix—Proposed Semiannual JSSR 
Instructions and Proposed SCSR 
Instructions 


JTPA Semiannual Status Report (JSSR) 


1. Purpose. The JTPA JSSR displays 
summary cumulative data on 
participation and program costs. The 
information will be used to determine 
levels of program service and 
expenditures. 

These reporting requirements have 
been approved by the Office of 
Management and Budget {OMB) 


according to the Paperwork Reduction 
Act of 1980 under OMB Approval No. 
® 


2. General Instructions. A single [SSR 
covering Title II-A, Title II-B, and Title 
III programs will be submitted by the 
Governor on a statewide basis. Entries 
are to be cumulative for the specified 
program year to date. Each reporting 
period begins on the start date of each 
JTPA program year, as stated in Section 
161 of the Act. Reports are due in the 
National Office no later than 45 days 
after the end of the second and fourth 
quarters (i.e., submitted no later than 
February 15 and November 15). Two 
copies of the JSSR are to be provided to: 
Employment and Training 
Administration, U.S. Department of 
Labor, Attention: TSVR—Room S-5506, 
200 Constitution Avenue NW., 
Washington, DC 20210. 

An additional copy of the JSSR is to 
be provided to the appropriate Regional 
Administrator for Employment and 
Training in the DOL Regional Office that 
includes the State in which the JTPA 
recipient is located. 

3. Facsimile of Form. See the 
following page. ; 

4. Instructions for Completing the 
JTPA Semiannual Status Report. - 
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a. Recipient's Name and Address 

Enter the name and address of the 
recipient. 

b. Recipient’s Grant Number 

Enter the recipient's grant number, as 
assigned by ETA in a separate issuance. 

c. Reporting Period 

Enter in “From” the beginning date of 


‘the designated JTPA program year and 


enter in “To” the ending date of the 
reporting period, as specified above. 

d. Signature and Title (at bottom of 
the page) 

The authorized official of the 
Governor signs here and enters his or 
her title. 

e.Date Signed 

Enter the date the report wads signed 
by the authorized official. 

f. Telephone Number 

Enter the area code and telephone 
number of the authorized offical. 


Column Headings 
Colamn A 


Record in this column information 
regarding specified expenditures of all 
Title H-A funds (Sec. 202(a) and Sec. 
202{b)) and all participants in Title II-A 
and 202(b) {1) and (2) activities. 

BILLING CODE 4510-30-M 
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OMB App. No. 
Expiration Date: 


JSTPA Semianoue!l Status Report 


RECIPIENT'S NAME AND ADDRESS RECIPIENT'S GRANT NO. 


REPORTING PERIUD 


I. PROGRAM EXPENDITURES SUMMARY TITLE IIt 
National 


A. TOTAL PROGRAM EXPENDITURES (FEDERAL FUNDS) 
1. SDA TOTAL PROGRAM EXPENDITURES 
(a) Training 
(b) Participant Support 
(c) Administration 


2. Total Expenditures of 202(b) Setaside Funds 
(Total of Lines (b) + (c) + (Gd) + (e) 


(a) Non-add Planning tigure 202(b) 6% funds 
reserved by State for T.A. purposes, this 
Program Year 


202{b)(3)(B) expenditures of 6% funds for 
technical assistance 


(c) 202(b)(1) 8% for State educational 
programs 


(a) 202(D)(2) 3% for training ot older 
individuals 


(e) 202(5)(4) 5% for auditing and State 
administration 


TUTAL PROGRAM EXPENDITURES FOR YOUTH 
(special breakout) 


PARTICIPATION AND TERMINATION SUMMARY 


A. TOTAL PARTICIPANTS (cumulative) 


1. SDA 78% Allotment Participant 
2. 202(b)(1) 8% Setaside Participants . 


6. 3. 202(5)(2) 3% Setaside Participants 


=z 
a 
c 
~~ 
a 
15. 


- 





B. TOTAL TERMINATIONS (Cumulative) 
1. SDA 78% Allotnent Terminations 


2. 202(5)(1) 6% Setaside Terminations 


~~ 
ad 
+ 


Nm 
o 
. 


202(5)(2) 3% Setaside Terminations 


SIGNATURE AND TITLE Gd. DATE SIGNED e. TELE. NO. 
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Column B 


Record in this column information 
regarding all expenditures of Tit/e J/-B funds 
(Sec. 251) and all participants in Summer 
Youth Training and Employment Program 
(SYETP) activities. The Title II-B report under 
Column B is made once during the 12-month 
planning and operation of the program, as of 
the quarter ending on September 30, and is « 
due in the National Office no later than 
November 15 each year. 


Column:C 


Record in this column information 
regarding specific expenditures of Title /// 
Formula Allocation Federal funds (Sec. 
301(b)) and all participants in Title Il 
formula-funded activities. 


Column D* 


Record in this column information 
regarding specified expenditures of Title III 
National Reserve Federal funds (Sec. 301(a)) 
and all participants in Title III National 
Reserve-funded projects. 


Section I—Program Expenditures Summary 

The JSSR will be compiled on an accrual 
basis. If the recipient's accounting records 
are not normally maintained on an accrual 
basis, the accrual information should be 
developed through an analysis of the records 
on hand or on the basis of best estimates. 


Item LA. Total Program Expenditures 
(Federal Funds) 


Enter total actual accrued expenditures for 
Titles II-A (including setaside funds), II-B 
and III of the State or recipient's program, 
through the end of the reporting period, in 
Columns A, B, C and D, as appropriated for 
all participants served under that title. 
Entries will be made to the nearest dollar. 


Col. A., Items 1.A.1., a., b., c. 

Enter actual accrued expenditures of the 78 
percent allotment funds allocated to service 
delivery areas (SDAs) under Sec. 202(a) of 
the Act, plus all funds distributed by the 
Governor to SDAs under Sec. 202(b) of the 
Act for performance incentives, and 
expended by SDAs in each of the following 
three categories (20 CFR 629.38, 629.39, 630.2): 


Item I.A.1.a. Training 
Item I.A.1.b. Participant Support 
Item I.A.1.c. Administration 


(Refer to Classification of Costs in the JTPA 
Regulations.) 


Col. B., Item LA.1.c. 


Enter total accrued expenditures of all Title 
II-B SYETP funds (Sec. 251 of the Act) spent 
for administrative costs. (20 CFR 629.38) 


Cols. C. and D., Items I.A.1.a., b.,c. 


Enter total statewide accrued expenditures 
of all Section 301, Formula (Col. C), and Sec. 
301 National Reserve (Col. D.) funds received 
by the Governor, under each of the following 
three categories (20 CFR 631.13): 


Item I.A.1.a. Training 
Item I.A.1.b. Participant Support 
Item I.A.1.c. Administration 


Col. A., Item L.A.2. 


Enter total statewide accrued Sicilia 
of all Sec. 202(b) setaside funds (lines (b), (c), 
(d) and (e). Note: Include here setaside funds 
(other then Performance Incentive funds) 
distributed by the Governor to the SDAs and 
other service deliverers. 


Col. A., Item 1A.2.a. Offset Planning Figure 
Box 


. Enter the State’s Annual Planning target 
figure of funds reserved under the Sec. 202(b) 
6 percent allocation that have been reserved 
for technical assistance during the current 
program year. (This is a non-add item, and 
therefore is offset from Col. A.) 


Col. A., Item LA.2.b. 6 Percent Funds 

Enter total accrued expenditures of all Sec. 
202(b)(3)(B) 6 percent funds for technical 
assistance only. 


Col. A., Item 1.A.2.c. 8 Percent Funds 


Enter total accrued expenditures of all Sec. 
202(b)(1) 8 percent funds for State 
educational programs. 


Col. A., Item I.A.2.d. 3 Percent Funds 


Enter total accrued expenditures of all Sec. 
202(b)(2) 3 percent funds for training of older 
individuals. 


Col. A., Item 1.A.2e. 5 Percent Funds 


Enter total accrued expenditures of all Sec. 
202(b)(4) 5 percent funds for auditing and 
State administration. 


Section II—Expenditures for Youth (Special - 
Breakout) 


Col. A., Only (line 12) 


Enter total accrued expenditures of a// Title 
I-A (Section 202(a)) funds for services to 
eligible youth, pursuant to Sec. 203(b) of the 
Act. 


Section I1]—Participation Summary 


Cols. A., B., C., D., Item IIIA. Total 
Participants (cumulative) 


Enter the total number of participants who 
are or were in the program through the end of 
the reporting period, including both those on 
board at the beginning of the designated 
program year and those who have entered 
during the program year. 

“Participant” means any individual who 
has: (1} been determined eligible for 
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participation upon intake; and (2) started 
receiving subsidized employment, training, or 
services (except post-termination services) 
funded under the Act, following intake, 
except for an individual who receives only 
outreach and/or intake and assessment 
services. 


Co. A., Item IILA.1. 


Enter the total number of participants 
served by SDAs with 78 percent allotment 
funds under Sec. 202(a), plus funds 
distributed by the Governor to SDAs under 
Sec. 202(b) for performance incentives. 


Col. A., Items II.A.2. and IlI.A.3. Setaside 
Participant Detail 


Enter the total number of participants 
served by the Sec. 202(b)(1) 8 percent Stated 
education setaside, and the Sec. 202(b)(2) 3- 
percent older worker training setaside. 


Cols. A., C., D., Item Ilf.B. Total Termination 
(cumulative) 


Enter the total number of participants who 
have left the program through the end of the 
reporting period, who are no longer receiving 
JTPA subsidized employment, training or 
services (except for post-termination services 
or tracking). 


Col. A., Item III.B.1. 


Enter the total number of participants who 
have left SDA programs through the end of 
the reporting period, which were funded by 
Sec. 202{a) 78 percent allotment plus Sec. 
202(b) performance incentive funds. 


Col. A., Items III.B.2. and III.B.3. Setaside 
Participant Detail 


Enter the total number of participants who 
have left programs through the end of the 
reporting period which were funded by the 
Sec. 202(b)(1) 8 percent State education 
setaside, and the Sec. 202(b)(2) 3 percent 
older worker training setaside. 


Statewide Characteristics Summer (Title II- 
B) Report 


1. Purpose. The JTPA once-per-program 
year Statewide Characteristics Summer 
Report (SCSR) displays data on the 
characteristics of youth who participated in 
Title I-B SYEP program throughout the State. 
The data is used to give the Department 
information on who is served by the program 
and to respond to Congressional oversight. 

2. General Instructions. A single SCSR will 
be submitted by the Governor on a statewide 
basis, simultaneous with the submittal of the 
Title II-B JSSR 45 days after the end of the 
summer program reporting period (9/30). Two 
copies of the SCSR are to be provided to: 
Employment and Training Administration, 
U.S. Department of Labor, Attention: TSVR— 
Room S-5306, 200 Constitution Avenue NW., 
Washington, DC 20210. 
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An additional copy of the SCSR is to be 
provided to the appropriate Regional 
Administrator for Employment and Training 
in the DOL Regional Office that includes the 
States in which the JTPA recipient is located. 

3. Facsimile of Form. See the following 
page. 

4. Instructions for Completing the SCSR. 

a. Recipient's Name and Address. 

Enter the name and address of the 
recipient. 

b. Recipient's Grant Number. 

Enter the recipient's grant number, as 
assigned by ETA in a separate issuance. 

c. Reporting Period. 

Enter in “Form” the beginning date of the 
designated JTPA program year and enter in 
“To” the ending date of the reporting period, 
as specified above. 

d. Signature and Title (at bottom of the 
page). 

The authorized official of the Governor 
signs here and enters his or her title. 

e. Date Signed. 

Enter the date the report was signed by the 
authorized official. 

f. Telephone Number. 

Enter-the area code’and telephone number 
of the authorized official. 


Total Participants 


Enter the total number of participants who 
were in Title II-B through the termination 
date of the summer program, i.e., those who 
have entered during the program's duration. 


BILLING CODE 4510-30-M 
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OMB App. No. 


Expiration Date: 


a 


Statewide Characteristics/Sunmer (Title II-B) Report 


TOTAL PARTICIPANTS 


18 - 21 
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“Participant” means by individual who (1) 
after eligibility determination; (2) begins 
receiving subsidized employment, training, or 
services (except post-termination services} 
funded under the Act, except for an 
individual who receives only outreach and/or 
intake. 

Line Item Definitions and Instructions 
Sex 
Line 1 Male 
Line 2 Female 
Distribute the participants by line 


according to sex. The sum of Lines 1 and 2 
should equal Total Participants. 


Age 
Line 3, 14-15 
Line 4, 16-17 
Line 5, 18-21 

Again, distribute the participants by line 
according to the proper age breaks. Lines 3. 4 
and 5 should equal Total Participants. 


Education Status 
Line 6, School Dropout 
Line 7, Current Student (High School or 
Less) 
Line 8, High School Graduate, or 
Equivalent 
Distribute the participants by line 
according to education status. The sum of 
Lines 6, 7 and 8 should equal Total 
Participants. 
Family Status 
Line 9 Single Head of Household with 
Dependent Children upder 18. Enter the 
number of participants for whom the above 
Family Status classification applies. 
Race/Ethnic Group 
Line 10, White (Not Hispanic) 
Line 11, Black (Not Hispanic) 
Line 12, Hispanic 
Line 13, American Indian or Alaskan 
Line 14, Asian or Pacific Islander 
Distribute the participants by line 
according to the Race/Ethnic Groups listed 
above. For the purposes of this report, 
Hawaiian Natives are to be recorded as 
“Asian or Pacific Islander.” The sum of Lines 
10 through 14 should equa! Total Participants. 


Other Barriers to Employment 
Line 15, Limited English Proficiency 
Line 16, Handicapped 

Enter the total number of participants 
in each line for whom the above-listed 
Barriers to Employment apply. 
[FR Doc. 86-794 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4510-30-M 





Job Training Partnership Act: Annual 
Status Report for Titles ll-A and Ill 
Programs 


AGENCY: Employment and Training 
Administration, Labor. 

ACTION: Proposed revisions to the 
annual status report; request for 
comments. 


SUMMARY: The Department of Labor is 
requesting comments on proposed 
changes to the Job Training Partnership 
Act Annual Status Report For Titles II- 
A and III programs. The proposed 
revisions extend and update the 
reporting system, to provide data for the 
setting of new performance standards 
for Program Year 1988 and to more 
adequately identify more difficult to 
serve portions of the eligible population. 
DATES: Comments must be submitted on 
or before February 3, 1986. 

ADDRESS: Comments should be 
addressed to the Assistant Secretary of 
Labor for Employment and Training, 
U.S. Department of Labor, 601 D Street, 
NW., Washington, DC 20213. Attention: 
Hugh Davies. Comments should also be 
sent to the OMB reviewer, James Mason: 
Telephone: (202) 395-6880; Office of 
Information and Regulatory Affairs, 
Office of Management and Budget, 
Room 3208, Washington, D.C. 20503. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Hugh Davies, Telephone (202) 376-6700. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: For the 
first time-since the inception of the Job 
Training Partnership Act (JTPA), the 
Department of Labor is proposing 
changes in the JTPA annual status 
report (JASR). The proposed revisions 
have been forwarded to the Office of 
Management and Budget for review 
pursuant to the provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act. In 
accordance with that Act, the 
Department is publishing the proposed 
revisions as a notice in the Federal 
Register in order to obtain broad 
comment on the Department's intended 
JASR requirements for Program Year 
1986. Upon completion of the OMB 
review, the Department will notify the 
JTPA system of any changes or 
adjustments as a result of the review. 


A. Authority and Purpose of the JTPA 
Annual Reporting Requirements 


Reporting instructions are necessary 
to comply with the Job Training 
Partnership Act's (JTPA's) provisions 
regarding the Secretary's responsibilities 
and authority for setting performance 
standards and for recordkeeping and 
reporting (as indicated below and in the 
attached sections of the statute): 

¢ Section 106—Performance 
Standards. This section directs the 
Secretary to prescribe standards for 
adult and youth programs under Title II 
and dislocated worker programs under 
Title Ill. To set performance standards, 
the Secretary must have data on 
performance. 

© Section 165—Reports, 
Recordkeeping, and Investigations. This 
section requires federal grant recipients 
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to maintain records and report 
information regarding ‘program 
performance as specified by the 
Secretary. 

¢ Section 169—Administrative 
Provisions. The Secretary is directed at 
(d)(1) to submit an annual report to the 
Congress summarizing the achievements 
of the program. Such a report will 
include data on program performance. 

These proposed revisions are 
intended to extend and update the 
reporting system for the first time in 
three years. The justification for having 
reporting at the service delivery area 
(SDA) level has not changed since the 
initial establishment of the reporting 
requirements, namely: 

* Data on program performance, 
participant characteristics and local 
economic conditions must be available 
at the SDA level to set standards. 

¢ Federal reporting is the most cost 
effective method for collecting program 
performance and participant 
characteristics. In addition, such a 
system ensures the consistency of the 
data across SDAs. 

¢ Without SDA-level data, objective 
and defensible local standards cannot 
be set, because the effects on 
performance of varying local conditions 
cannot be systematically predicted. 
B. Reasons for the Revisions : 

These revisions are being proposed 
for several reasons: 

¢ The Department anticipates adding 
new standards for Program Year (PY) 88 
measuring post-program outcomes and 
youth competency attainment. Data 
collection must begin in PY 86 for the 
Secretary and the Governors to have 
adequate information for setting these 
standards in PY 88. 

e¢ Whether JTPA programs are serving 
the more difficult.to serve has been of 
increasing concern. Identifying more 
adequately those difficult to serve 
within the eligible JTPA populatior and 
adjusting the standards when SDAs 
disproportionately serve such groups 
will address this concern. For youth, 
recording deficiencies in pre- 
employment/work maturity, basic 
education and job skills will help to 
identify those hardest to serve. 

¢ “Youth employment competency 
attainment” is included in the definition 
of the youth positive termination 
standard yet absent from the current 
reporting system. This outcome is also 
specifically cited in the statute at 
section 106 as one of the factors which 
the Secretary shall designate for the 
evaluation of youth programs. Including 
it in the reporting system will allow 
SDAs to receive credit for a statutorily 
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mandated outcome and will eliminate 
confusion in the current system. 


C. Proposed Changes 


Accordingly, the Department is 
proposing the addition of the following 
reporting elements: 

On the performance of the system: 

* Employment Rate (at follow-up). 

¢ Average Weekly Earnings of 
Employed (at follow-up).” 

¢ Average Number of Weeks Worked 
in Follow-up Period. 

¢ Attained PIC-Recognized Youth 
Employment Competencies overall and 
in each of three areas—Pre- 
Employment/Work Maturity Skills, 
Basic Education Skills and Job Specific 
Skills. 

On the characteristics of those 
participating: 

¢ Age distinctions: 16-17, 18-21, 22-29 
year olds, and 30 year olds and over. 
These distinctions were made to 
emphasize the eniployment problems of 
youth and younger adults. (Age 55 and 
over, distinguished on the current forms, 
has been combined with age 30-54.) 

_ © An educational category for those 
advantaged by having more education 
(post-high school). 

¢ Offenders as another status creating 
barriers to employment. 

¢ Severity of unemployment better 
defined through the inclusion of the 
length of the period of unemployment. 

¢ Severity of welfare dependence 
better defined through the inclusion of 
the type of welfare grant and the 
number of participants continuously on 
welfare for a period of twelve months or 
more. 

¢ The numbers of youth deficient in 
the three youth employment competency 
areas—pre-employment/ work maturity, 
basic education and job specific skills. 

For reviewing compliance with the 
eligibility requirements: 

¢ The percent of economically 
disadvantaged participants served. By 
law, it must be 90% or more. 

Some changes are recommended 
which have no policy implications, but 
reduce the number of elements on the 
form. For instance, the subsets of youth 
employment (“Entered Registered 
Apprenticeship Program”, “Entered 
Armed Forces”) are eliminated, because 
they were not used for any purpose. 

The method of data collection and 
reporting will not be.changed as a result 
of these revisions. The data are 
collected and reported by service 
delivery areas (SDAs). (OMB No. 1205- 
0211) They forward the reports to the 
governor who, in turn, forwards the 
reports to the Secretary. The purpose of 
the report is ‘to (1) enable the Secretary 
to establish performance standards at — 


the national level, (2) allow Governors 
to adjust standards for SDAs and (3) 
provide Governors with a basis for 
measuring performance against the 
standards. 

One significant new dimension to the 
reporting process in the proposed 
collection of post-program data. This 
new data collection is mandated in the 
statute at sec. 106(b)(3)(B). Careful study 
of the proposed post-program measures 
indicates that they are closely 
correlated with the long-term net 
earnings increases of program 
participants. Therefore, they are 
superior to current termination-based 
measures in evaluating program 
performance. Lastly, and perhaps most 
importantly, these measure will focus 
program operators on the employment 
and earnings and job retention of 
participants three months after 
termination. This focus will significantly 
strengthen the quality of the program 
over the current termination-based 
approach to program design and service 
delivery which merely emphasizes 
getting participants jobs. 

Failure to make the proposed post- 
program additions would: 

¢ Raise questions as to whether the 
Department is confoming to the statute; 
and 

¢ Continue to focus program design 
and service delivery on placement 
rather than on the goals of JTPA—to 
increase (long-term) earning and reduce 
welfare dependency of those served by 
the program. 

Althouth the proposed post-program 
reporting requires additional data 


‘collection during a follow-up period, all 


other revisions will be incorporated into 
the existing data collection at 
termination. Most of these additions in 
reported items at termination involve 
more detailed youth compentency 
information. 

Failure to make the proposed youth 
compentency attainment additions 
would: 

¢ Also raise questions as to whether 
the Department is conforming to the 
statute; 

¢ Reduce the capacity of SDAs to 
serve those in-school youth, dropouts 
and disadvantage youth who have the 
poorest job potential; and 

¢ Continue to focus program design 
and service delivery on placement 
rather than on the employability skills of 
these disadvantaged youth. 

The remaining proposed reporting 
additions are participant characteristics 
used by Governors as local adjustments 
to vary performance standards, All of 
these items have been shown in 
statistical analyses to be important 
determinants of performance. 
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Failure to approve the proposed 
participant characteristics would: 


¢ Reduce the capacity of the DOL 
adjustment model to estimate 
reasonable performance levels. This 
model is provided to Governors for their 
optional use in setting SDA standards; 
and 

¢ Encourage “creaming” because 
without holding SDAs harmless for 
serving the most disadvantaged, they 
will be forced to serve those most 
employable in order to meet their 
standards. 


D. Participatory Process 


The development of these proposed 
revisions was undertaken through the 
direct consultation and advice of a 
broadly representative group which met 
on two separate occasions to address 
the development of these 
rcommendations. The group is 
composed of over 40 representatives of 
SDAs, States, federal agencies, and 
other interested organizations. The 
group most recently met on June 17-19, 
1985 for the specific purpose of advising 
the Department on the recommendations 
included in this request. In addition to 
this group, in May 1985, ETA convened 
several technical workgroups on 
specialized topics—post-program 
follow-up, welfare reduction, youth 
competencies and Titles II-A and III 
programs—to review alternative data 
sources, peformance measures, 
adjustment approaches, and to propose 
revisions to the reporting system. 
Finally, DOL met separately with five 
national interest groups, the National 
Commission for Employment Policy, and 
State and SDA officials at five forums 
across the country. - 


E. Cost to the System 


The changes included in this request 
are not expected to increase the 
reporting burden for SDAs, with the 
exception of the collection of post- 
program data. The collection of post- 
program data does involve new 
procedures which many States and 
SDAs are not undertaking at present. 
The proposed instructions provided for 
data to be collected at 13 weeks after 
termination by a phone survey. Where 
the number of terminations is 
sufficiently large, a sample of terminees 
may be used. Each completed follow-up 
will take an estimated one-half hour, 
including attempts at contact, the 
interview, and recording the results. We 
estimate that approximately 200,000 
follow-up contacts per year will be 
required. Although costs to support the 
activity will vary, using $15 per contact 
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results in the additional cost nationally 
of $3,000,000. 

In addition to the $3,000,000 cost te 
SDAs, the estimated cost to the federal! 
government is $9,200. This includes 
forms design, printing, meetings, 
tabulating the data and analyzing the 
data. This is not a significant change in 
cost at the federal level. 


F. OMB Submission 
Accordingly, the document included 


at the appendix to this notice has been 
submitted to OMB for review. 


Signed at Washington, DC. this 9th day of 
January 1986. 
Roger D. Semerad, 
Assistant Secretary of Labor. 


Appendix—JTPA Annual Status Report 
(JASR) 

1. Purpose. The JTPA Annual Status 
Report (JASR) displays cumulative data 
on participation, termination, 
performance measures and the socio- 
economic characteristics of all 
terminees on an annual basis. The 
information will be used to determine 
levels of program service and 
performance measures. Selected 
information will be aggregated to 
provide quantitative program 
accomplishments on a local, State, and 
national basis. 

2. General Instructions. A single 
consolidated JASR for Title Hl {formula 
and discretionary) programs will be 
submitted by the Governor on a 
Statewide basis only. Also, the 


Governor will submit for each 
designated Service Delivery Area (SDA) 
a separate JASR for Title I-A programs. 
(No Statewide summary of these SDA 
data should be submitted by the 
Governor.) 


Note.—For JASR reporting purposes, Title 
ll-A shall refer to programs operated with 
funds authorized under section 202(a) of the 
Act or otherwise distributed by the Governor 
under section 202{b)(3) (six percent) of the 
Act—incentive grants for service to the hard- 
to-serve and programs exceeding 
performance standards. Do not include data 
on (six percent) funds authorized under 
section 202(b){3) for technical assistance. 
Participants and expenditures under Title I, 
sections 123 (8%) and 124 (3%), and 
expenditures under Title Il, section 202{b)(4) 
(five percent) and afy participants, if 
applicable, are likewise excluded from the 
jASR. 


Participant and expenditures 
information under Title II-B, Summer 
Youth Employment and Training 
Program (SYETP), is also excluded from 
the JASR. SDAs do not have to 
terminate youths who transfer to the 
Title H-B Summer Program from Title H- 
A programs, if they intend to return to 
Title I-A. These youths should be 
concurrently enrolled in Title H-A and 
Title II-B programs. 

An SDA may hold a youth in an 
inactive status in Title I-A for up to 90 
days while the youth is enrolled in a 
Title II-B program, or it may provide 
both Title f-A and B services 
concurrently during the summer months. 
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Adequate records are to be 
maintained, however, to reflect whether 
participants have been active in Title II- 
A activities during the summer. Time in 
inactive status should not be counted 
toward the actual number of weeks 
participated in the Title I-A program 
included at line 27. 

. The reporting period begins on the 
starting date of each JTPA program year, 
as stated in section 161 of the Act. 
Reports are due in the national office no 
later than 45 days after the end of each 
program year. Two copies of the JASR 
are to be provided to: Employment and 
Training Administration, U.S. 
Department of Labor, ATTN: TSVR— 
Rm. S-5306, 200 Constitution Avenue, 
NW., Washington, DC 20210. 

An additional copy of the JASR is to 
be provided to the appropriate Regional 
Administrator for Employment and 
Training in the DOL regional office that 
includes the State in which the JTPA 
recipient is located. 

3. Facsimile of Form. See attached 
pages. 

4. Instructions for Completing the 
JTPA Annual Status Report (JASR). 

a. State/SDA Name, Number and 
Address. Enter the name and address of 
the State agency that will administer the 
grant recipient's program (Title II 
report). Enter the name, ETA assigned 
SDA number and address ofthe 
designated SDA subrecipient, as 
appropriate, (Title II-A report). 

BILLING CODE 4510-30-M 
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U.S. DEPARIMENT OF LABOR @. STATE/SDA NAME AND ADDRESS 
Bnployment and Training Administration 


JTPA 
ANNUAL STATUS REPORT 


I. PARTICIPATION AND TERMINATION Total Adults 
SUMMARY Adults (weltare) 


A. TOTAL PARTICIPANTS 


i aeeeatneetimedtinaetntadateaennl 
1. Economically Disadvantaged ee ass 


Dislocated 
Workers 


(C) 


B. TOTAL TERMINATIONS 


1. Entered Unsubsidized Bmployment 
2. Youth Beployability Enhancement Terminations 


a. Attained PIC-Recognized Youth Employment 
Competencies 


b. Entered Non-Title II Training 


c. Returned to. Full-Time School Z 


d. Completed Major Level ot Education 
3.’ All Other Terminations : 


} II. TERMINEES PERFORMANCE MEASURES 


ine No 


eee 
oo 
sol a oo 


Student (High School or Less) 

High School Graduate or Equivalent 
(No Post-High School) 

Post-High school Attendee 


Single Head of Household 
With Dependent(s) Under Age 18 


Cc. SIGNATURE AND TITLE gd. DATE SIGNED e. TELE. NO. 


le 


Education Status 


Family 
Status 
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@. STATE/SUA NAME AND ADDRESS REPORT PERLOD 
Ar TO 


Adults 
(welfare) 


Total 
II. Terminees. Performance Measures Adults 
Information - Continued 


-~ 
~~ 


White (Not Hispanic) 
Black (Not Hispanic) 
Hispanic 


American Indian or Alaskan Native 


Race/Ethnic Group 


Asian or Pacitic Islander 
Limited English Language Proticiency 


Handicapped 


[es] STs] a] el epee 


Other Barriers To 


Oftender 
Unemployment Compensation Claimant 
Unemployed: 15 or More Weeks of Prior 26 Weeks 


Not in Labor Force 


Labor force} t C 


. *Weltare Grant Type: AFDC 
GA/ RCA 


. 
Gré 


Receiving Welfare 12 Months or Longer 


7] Average Weeks Participated 


28} Average Hourly Wage at Termination 


Total Progran Costs (Federal Funds) 


nN 


9 


III. Follow-up Information 
Employment Rate {At Follow-up) 


Average weekly Earnings of Baployed 
(At Follow-up) 


Average Number ot Weeks Worked in 
Follow-up Period 


Campetencies 


Iv. Youth Competency Attainment Intormation Attained 


Total For Any Campetency Area 


Pre-Employment/work Maturity Skills 
Basic Bducation Skills 


Job Specific Skills 


20 
25 
ig 
Pi 
ls 
a 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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b. Report Period. Enter in “From” the 
beginning date of the designated JTPA 
program year and enter in “To” the 

- ending date of that program year. 

c. Signature and Title (at bottom of 
the page). The authorized official signs 
here and enters his/her title. 

d. Date Signed. Enter the date the 
report was signed by the authorized 
official. 

e. Telephone Number. Enter the area 
code and telephone number of the 
authorized official. 

5. General Information. For purposes 
of the JASR, the adult and adult welfare 
columns will include terminees age 22 
years and older. Thus, the column 
breakouts are based strictly on age 
rather than on program strategy. The 
youth column will include terminees 
who were age 14-21 at the time of 
eligibility determination. The dislocated 
workers column may include adults and 
youth, as applicable. 

Unless otherwise indicated, data 
reported on characteristics of terminees 
should be based on information 
collected at the time of eligibility 
determination. 

Characteristics information obtained 
on an individual at the time of eligibility 
determination for the recipient's JTPA 
program should not be updated when 
the individual terminates from the JTPA 
program. 

Column Headings 
Column A Total Adults 


This column will contain an entry for 
each appropriate item for a// adult 
participants in Title II-A only. 


Column B Adults (Welfare) 


This column will contain an entry for 
each appropriate item for adult 
participants in Title I-A who were 
welfare recipients or whose family 
received cash payments under AFDC 
(SSA Title IV), General Assistance 
(State or local government), or the 
Refugee Assistance Act of 1980 (Pub. L. 
96-212) at the time of JTPA eligibility 
determination. For performance 
standards purposes, exci/ude those 
individuals who receive only SSI (SSA 
Title XVI) from entries in Column B. 

Note.—Column B is a sub-breakout of 
Column A; therefore, Column B should be 
less than or equal to Column A. 


Column C Youth 

each appropriate item for ai/ youth 
participants in Title I-A only. 
Column D: Dislocated Workers 


This column will contain an entry for 
each appropriate item for ai/ 


participants in Title III who were 
determined to be eligible dislocated 
workers. 


Note.—Columns A, B, and C apply to Title 
II-A only. Column D applies to Title III only. 
All information regarding a given participant 
must be entered in the same column, e.g., 
Column C for a youth in Title I-A. 


The sum of the entries (all SDAs in a 
State) in Columns A and C, Item LA. of 
the JASR should equal the entry in 
Column A, Item III.A.1 of the JQSR, for 
the same recipient for the final quarter 
of the same program year. The entry in 
Column D, Item 'I.A. of the JASR should 
equal the sum of the entries in Columns 
C and D, Item IIIA of the JQSR for the 
same recipient for the final quarter of 
the same program year. 


Section I—Participation and 
Termination Summary 


Section I displays the program's 
accomplishments in terms of the total 
cumulative number of participants and 
economically disadvantaged 
participants in the program and the 
number and types of terminations from 
the program, as of the end of the 
reporting period. 

Entries for items LA and I.B are 
cumulative from the beginning of the 
program year through the end of the 
reporting period. 

ItemLA Total Participants. 

Enter by column the total number of 
participants who are or were in the 
program through the end of the reporting 
period, including both those on board at 
the beginning of the designated program 
year and those who have entered during 
the program year. 

“Participant” means any individual 
who has: (1) Been determined eligible 
for participation upon intake; and (2) 
started receiving subsidized 
employment, training, or services 
(except post-termination services) 
funded under the Act, following intake. 
Individuals who receive on/y outreach 
and/or intake and assessment services 
or post-program follow-up are excluded. 

Item 1.A.1 Economically 
Disadvantaged. 

Enter by column the total number of 
participants who were economically 
disadvantaged at eligibility 
determination. 

Item1.B Total Terminations. 

Enter by column the total number of 
participants terminated from the 
program for any reason from the 
beginning of the program year through 


the end of the reporting period. This 
item is the sum of Items 1.B.1 through 


1.B.3. 
“Termination” means the separation 
of a participant from a given title of the 


Act who is no longer receiving 
employment, training, or services 
(except post-termination services) 
funded under that title. 

Note.—Individuals may continue to be 
considered as participants for a period of 90 
days after last receipt of employment and 
training funded under a given title. 


Item1LB.1 Entered Unsubsidized 
Employment. 

Enter by column the total number of 
participants who, at termination, 
entered full or part-time unsubsidized 
employment through the end of the 
reporting period. Unsubsidized 
employment means employment not 
financed from funds provided under the 
Act and includes, for JTPA reporting 
purposes, entry into the Armed Forces, 
entry into employment in a registered . 
apprenticeship program, and terminees 
who became self-employed. 


Item 1B.2 Youth Employability 
Enhancement Termination. 

Enter the total number of youth who 
were terminated under one of the Youth 
Employability Enhancements through 
the end of the report period. “Youth 
Employability Enhancement” means an 
outcome for youth, other than entered 
unsubsidized employment, which is 
recognized as enhancing long-term 
employability and contributing to the 
potential for a long-term increase in 
earnings and employment. Outcomes 
which meet this requirement shall be 
restricted to the following: (1) Attained 
PIC-Recognized Youth Employment 
Competencies; {2) Entered Non-Title Il 
Training; (3) Returned to Full-Time 
School; (4) Completed Major Level of 
Education; or (5) Completed Program 
Objectives (14-15 year olds). 


Note.—For reporting purposes, a youth 
shall not be counted in this item, if s/he 
entered unsubsidized employment, and shall 
be counted in only one of these categories, 
even though more than one may have been 
achieved. 


Item LB.2.a Attained PIC- 
Recognized Youth Employment 
Competencies. 

Enter the total number of youth who, 
at termination, have demonstrated 
proficiency in one or more of the 
following three skill areas in which the 
terminee was deficient at enrollment: 
pre-employment/ work maturity, basic 
education, or job-specific skills. 
Competency gains must be achieved 
through program participation and be 
tracked through sufficiently developed 
systems that must include: quantifiable 
learning objectives, — a 
training modules, pre- 
assessment, ae ae 
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documentation, and certification. This 
item is a sub-breakout of Item I.B.2. 

Item LB.2.b Entered Non-Title II 
Training. 

Enter the total number of youth who, 
at termination, entered an employment/ 
training program not funded under Title 
Il of the JTPA. This item is a sub- 
breakout of Item I.B.2. 

Item 1.B.2.c Returned to Full-Time 
School. 

Enter the total number of youth who, 
at termination, returned to full-time 
school if, at the time of entry, the 
participant was not attending school 
and had not obtained a high school 
diploma or equivalent. This item is a 
sub-breakout of item L.B.2. 

Item 1.B.2.d Completed Major Level 
of Education. as 

Enter the total number of youth who, 
at termination, had completed, during 
enroliment, a level of educational 
achievement which had not been 
reached at entry. Levels of educational 
attainment are elementary, secondary, 
and post-secondary. This item is a sub- 
breakout of Item L.B.2. 


Note.—The sum of Column C, Items LB.2.a 
through I.B.2.d should be equal to or less than 
Item 1.B.2., Youth Employability Enhancement 
Terminations, in that column. Line LB.2 
includes the number of 14-15 year olds who 
completed program objectives even though 
there is no separate line for ae number on 
this form. 


Item 1.B.3 Al! Other Terminations. 

Enter by column the total number of 
participants who were terminated for 
reasons other than those in Items I.B.1. 
and [.B.2., successful or otherwise, 
through the end of the reporting period. 


Section II—Terminee Performance 
Measures Information 


Section II displays performance 
measures/ parameters information. As 
indicated previously, data reported on 
characteristics of terminees should be 
based on information collected at time 
of eligibility determination unless 
otherwise indicated. 

Governors have the option of using 
the Participant Record, as outlined in 
the DOL/ETA Technical Assistance 
Guide: The JTPA Participant Record, 
dated May 1983, or may develop any 
other record which meets the 
requirements of § 629.35 (c) and (d) of 
the JTPA regulations. 


Line Item Definitions and Instructions 


Sex. 
Line 1 Male 
Line 2 Female 


Distribute the terminees by column * 
according to Sex.-The sum of Lines 1 
and 2 in each column should equal Item 
LB. in that column. 


Age 

Line 3 
Line 4 
Line 5 
Line 6 
Line 7 


14-15 
16-17 
18-21 
22-29 
30 and over 

Distribute the terminees by column 
according to Age. The sum of Lines 3 
through 7 in each column should equal 
Item LB. in that column. 


Education Status 

Line 8 School Dropout 

Line 9 Student (High School or Less). _ 

Line 10 High School Graduate or Equivalent 
(No Post-High School) 

Line 11 Post-High School Attendee 


Distribute the terminees by column 
according to Education Status. The sum 
of Lines 8 through 11 in each column 
should equal Item L.B..in that column. 


Family Status 


Line 12 Single Head of Household with 
Dependent(s) Under Age 18. 


Enter the total number of terminees by 
column for whom the above Family 
Status classification applies. 


Race/Ethnic Group 

Line 13 White (Not Hispanic) 

Line 14 Black (Not Hispanic) 

Line 15 Hispanic 

Line 16 American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Line 17 Asian or Pacific Islander 


Distribute the terminees by column 
according to the Race/Ethnic Groups 
listed above. For purposes of this report, 
Hawaiian Natives are to be recorded as 
“Asian or Pacific Islander”. The sum of 
Lines 13 through 17 in each column 
should equal Item LB. in that column. 


Other Barriers to Employment 

Line 18 Limited English Language 
Proficiency 

Line 19 Handicapped 

Line 20 Offender 


Enter.the total number of terminees by 
column for whom the above Other 
Barriers to Employment apply. 


U.S. Status 


Line 21 “Unemployment Compensation 
Claimant 


Enter the-total number of terminees by 
column for.whom the above 
Unemployment Compensation Status 
classification applies. 


Labor Force Status 


Line 22 Unemployed: 15 or More Weeks of 
Prior 26 Weeks 
Line 23 Not in Labor Force 


Enter the number of terminees by 
column for whom the above Labor Force 
Status classifications apply. 

Welfare Grant Information 
Line 24-25 - Welfare Grant Type 
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Enter by column the total number of 
adult and youth welfare recipients who, 
at eligibility determination, were 
receiving or whose family received cash 
payments under AFDC (SSA Title IV) 
GA, General Assistance (State or local 
government) or RCA of the Refugee 
Assistance Act of 1980 (Pub. L. 96-212). 


Line 26 Receiving Welfare 12 Months or 
Longer 


Enter by column the total number of 
adult and youth terminees who have 
been receiving cash welfare payments 
continuously for 12 months or longer at 
the time of eligibility determination. 


Other Program Information 
Line 27 Average Weeks Participated 


Enter by column the average number 
of weeks of participation in the program 
for all terminees. Time in inactive status 
for all terminees should not be counted 
toward the actual number of weeks 
participated. 

To calculate this entry: Count the 
number of days participated for each 
terminee, including weekends, from his/ 
her date of entry into the program until 
his/her termination date. Divide this 
result by 7. This will give the number of 
weeks participated for that terminee. 
Sum all the terminees’ weeks of 
participation and divide the result by 
the number. of terminees, as entered (by. 
column). in Item LB. 

Line 28. Average Hourly Wage at 
Termination 


Enter by column the average hourly 
wage at termination for the total number 
of terminees in Item I.B.1. 

To calculate this entry: Sum the 
hourly wage at termination for all the 
terminees shown in Item 1.B.1. Divide 
the result by the number of terminees 
shown in Item I.B.1. 


Line 29 Total Program Costs (Federal 
Funds) 


Enter the total accrued expenditures, 
through the end of the reporting period, 
of the funds allocated to SDAs and . 
under section 202{a) of the Act or 
otherwisée’distributed by the Governor 
to SDAs ufider'section 202(b)(3)— 
incentive grants for services to the hard- 
to-serve and programs exceeding 
performance standards—for Title II-A 
programs in Columns A and C, as 
appropriate, for a// participants served, 
Do not include expenditures on funds 
authorized under section 202{b)(3) for 
technical assistance. Exclude 
expenditures under Title I; sections 123 
(8%) and 124 (3%) and Title If section 
202(b)(4) (5%). Enter the total accrued 
expenditures of Title III funds received 
by the Governor under Séction 301 of 
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the Act in Column D only, for a// 
participants served through the end of 
the reporting period. Include 
expenditures of Federal funds only; both 
formula and discretionary national 
reserve, — - 


Note.—Entries will be made to the nearest 
dollar. The JASR program cost data will be 
compiled on an accrual basis. If the 
recipient's accounting records are not 
normally maintained on an accrual basis, the 
accrual information should be developed 
through an analysis of the records on hand or 
on the basis of best estimates. 


The sum of the entries in Columns A 
and C, Line 29, of the JASR {i.e., total for 
the State’s SDAs under Title I-A) 
should equal the entry in Column A, 
Item I.A.1 of the JQSR; for the same 
recipient, for the final quarter of the 
same program year. The entry in 
Column D, Line 29, of the JASR should 
equal the sum of the entries in Columns 
C and D, Item LA, of the JQSR, for the 
same recipient, for the final quarter of 
the same program year. 


Section II1I—Follow-Up Information 


Section Iil displays information based 
on follow-up data which must be 
collected through participant contact to 
determine an individual's employment 
status and earnings during the 13th full 
calendar week after termination and the 
number of weeks s/he was employed 
during the 13-week period. Follow-up 
data shquld be collected from 
participants whose 13th full calendar 
week after termination ends during the 
program year {the follow-up group). 
Thus, follow-up will be.conducted for 
individuals who terminate during the 
first three quarters of the program year 
and the last quarter of the previous 
program year. Follow-up data will be 
collected for the following terminees: 
Title I-A adults, adult welfare 

_recipients, and Title III dislocated 
workers (Columns A, B, and D). No 
follow-up information is required for 
Title I-A youth (Column C). 

The procedures use to collect the 
foliow-up data at the discretion of the 
Governors. However, in order to insure 
consistency of data collection and to 
guarantee the quality of the follow-up 
information, .follow-up procedures must 
satisfy certain criteria. (See the Follow- 
up Guidelines included in these JASR 
instructions, Appendix A.) 


Note.—Every precaution must be taken to 
prevent a “response bias” which could arise 
because it may be easier to contact 
participants who were employed at 
termination than those who were not and 
because those who entered employment at 
termination are more likely to be employed at 
follow-up. Special procedures have been’ 
developed-by which SDAs and States can 


monitor response bias. If your response rates 
differ by more than 5 percentage points, the 
follow-up entries for the JASR must be 
calculated using the “Worksheet for 
Adjusting Follow-up Performance Measures” 
in the Follow-up Technical Assistance Guide 
which will be issued at the same time as 
these reporting instructions. If the response 
rates differ by 5 percentage points or less, the 
following instructions for completing Lines 
30-32 may be used. 


Line 30 Employment Rate (At Follow-up) 


Enter by column the employment rate 
at follow up. 

Calculate the entered employment 
rate by dividing the total number of 
respondents who were employed during 
the 13th full calendar week after 
termination by the total number of 
respondents (i.e., terminees who 
completed follow-up interviews). Then 
multiply the result by 100. 

Line 31 Average Weekly Earnings of 
Employed (At Follow-up} 

Enter by column the average weekly 
earnings of those employed at follow-up. 

Calciilate the (before-tax) average 
weekly earnings by dividing the sum of 
weekly earnings of respondents 
employed during the 13th full calendar 
week after termination by the number of 
respondents employed at the time of 
follow-up. Respondents not employed at 
follow-up are not included in this 
average. 


Line 32 Average Number of Weeks Worked 
in Follow-up Period 


Enter by column the average number 
of weeks worked. 

To calculate the average number of 
weeks worked, divide the sum of the 
number of weeks worked during the 13 
full calendar weeks ater termination for 
all respondents who worked, by the 
total number of all respondents, whether 
or not they worked any time during this 
13-week follow-up period. 


Section IV—Youth Competency 
Attainment Information 


Section IV displays the relevant 
information needed to determinate a 
youth competency attainment as defined 
by the PIC, The following data 
respresents the total cumulative number 
of individuals. found to be deficient at 
enrollment in any skill areas, the 
specific skill area where deficiencies 
were found, and the extent to which 
competencies in these deficient areas 
were attained. 


Column Headings 
Column C (a) Competencies—Deficient 


This column will contain an entry ‘for 
each appropriate item for all terminating 
youth who were assessed as being 
competency deficient at enrollment 
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Column C (b) Competencies—Attained 


This column will contain an entry for 
each appropriate item for ali terminating 
youth who attained competency in the 
area(s) in which the individuals were 
found to be deficient at entry. 


Line 33 Total for Any Competency Area 


Enter in Column C (a) the number of 
youth terminees who were initially 
assessed as being deficient in at least 
one of the three skill areas. Enter in 
Column C (b) the number of those 
terminees who attained competency in 
at least one deficient area. 


Line 34. Pre-Employment/Work Maturity 
Skills 


Enter in Column C (a) the number of 
youth terminees who were initially 
assessed as being deficient in pre- 
employment/work maturity skills. Enter 
in Column C (b) the number of those 
terminees who attained pre- 
employment/work maturity competency. 


Line 35 Basic Education Skills 


Enter in Column C (a) the number of 
youth terminees who were initially 
assessed as being deficient in basic 
education skills. Enter in Column C (b) 
the number of those terminees who 
attained basic education competency. 


Line 36 Job Specific Skills 


Enter in Column C (a) the number of 
youth terminees who were initially 
assessed as being deficient in job 
specific skills. Enter in Column C (b) the 
number of those terminees who attained 
competency in job specific skills. 

Note.—An entry of “O” on Line 36 may 
indicate that the PIC has determined that job 
specific skills are not necessary to become 
employment competent in their local labor 
market. 


Note.—Lines 34-36 are not a sub-breakout 
of Line 33 because one individual can have 
several deficiencies and may be recorded 
more than once on Lines 34-36; that 
individual may be recorded only once on Line 
33. Thus, Lines 34-36 need not sum to Line 33. 
However, for Line 34-36, the number in 
Column C (b) cannot be greater than the 
number in Column C (a). for that line 


Appendix A 
Follow-Up Guijdelines, 


To ensure consistent data collection 
and as accurate information as possible, 
procedures used to obtain follow-up 
information must satisfy the following 
criteria: 

¢ Participant contact should be 
conducted by telephone. Only in those 
cases where an individual does not have 
a telephone will the use of either the 
mail or personal interviews be allowed. 
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e Interview questions developed by 
DOL (see attached exhibit) must be used 
to determine the follow-up information 
reported on the JASR. These questions 
are also included in the Follow-up 
Technical Assistance Guide which will 
be issued at the same time as the JASR. 
Other questions may be included in the 
interview, but should be asked after the 
DOL questions. 

¢ Participant contact must occur as 
soon as possible after the 13th full 
calendar week after termination but no 
later than the 15th calendar week after 
termination. 


Exhibit 
Minimum Post-Program Data Collection 
Questions 


Hello, my name is———————, and I 
am from the (SDA). As you 
know from the letter we sent to you 
recently, we are conducting a survey of 
the JTPA program in which you 
participated three or four months ago. 

I would like to ask you a few 
questions about what you have been 
doing since you left the program. Do you 
have time now? (If inconvenient, 
schedule a later time to do the 
interview.) 

Our records indicate that you 
officially left the program on 

. | first want to ask yeu 


about the 13th week after you left the 
program; that is, the seven day period 


starting on Sunday and 
ending on Saturday , which 
was (last week/ two weeks ago/ three 
weeks ago.) 

1. Did you do any work for pay during 
that week? 

——Yes (Go to 2) 
—WNo (Go to 4) 

2. How much did you get paid for the 
work you did that week before taxes? 
Include wages on all jobs, tips, overtime, 
= any work you may have done on the 
side. 

——Dollars (Continue with instructions 
and skip to question 3.) 

3. Now I want to ask you about the 
entire 13 weeks starting with the week 
after you left the program. That is, from 
Sunday, ——————, to Saturday, 
eee, Including the week we 
just talked about, how many weeks did 
you work at all for pay during the 13- 
week period? ° 
—wWeeks 


End 


We have now completed the 
questionnaire and I would like to thank 
you for your cooperation. 


Alternative Questions 
4. lf answered “no” to question 1: 


Now I want to ask you about the 
entire 13 weeks starting with the week 
after you left the program. That is, from 
Sunday, , to Saturday, 
——————. Did you work for pay 
during that 13-week period? 

—— Yes (Go ta 5) 
—— No (Go to end) 

5. How many weeks did you do any 
work at all for pay during that 13-week 
period? 

—— Weeks 


End 


We have now completed the 
questionnaire and I would like to thank 
you for your cooperation. 


e Attempts must be made to contact 
ail terminee groups of adults, welfare 
recipients and dislocated workers 
unless terminee populations are large 
enough to use sampling. 

e At least six attempts must be made 


- to contact each individual in the 


following-up group. 

¢ For each SDA or State report 
(JASR), minimum response rates of 70% 
are encouraged for each of the following 
six groups: Among adults, those who 
entered employment at termination and 
those who did not enter employment at 
termination; among welfare recipients, 
those who entered employment at 
termination and those who did not enter 
employment at termination; and among 
dislocated workers, those who entered 
employment at termination and those 
who did not enter employment at 
termination. The response rate is 
calculated as the number of terminees 
with complete follow-up information 
divided by the total number of terminees 
included in the sample eligible for 
follow-up. 


Sampling Procedures 


Where sampling is used to obtain 
participant contact information, it is 
necessary to have a system which 
ensures consistent random selection of 
sample participants from a// terminees 
in the group requiring follow-up. 

¢ No participant in the follow-up 
group may be arbitrarily excluded from 
the sample. 

¢ Procedures used to select the 
sample must conform to generally 
accepted statistical practice, e.g., a table 
of random numbers or other random 
selection techniques must be used. 

¢ The sample selected for contact 
must meet minimum sample size 
requirements indicated in Table 1. 

The use of sampling will depend on 
whether the terminee populations are 
large enough to provide estimates which 
meet minimum statistical standards. If 
the number of terminees for whom 
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follow-up is required is less than 138, 


sampling cannot be used. In such cases 
attempts must be made to contact all the 
appropriate terminees. 


Minimum Sample Sizes for Follow-Up 


To determine the minimum number of - 
terminees to be included in the follow- 
up sample, refer to Table 1 in the 
following instructions. Find the row in 
the left-hand column that contains the 
planned number of terminees for each of 
the groups requiring follow-up: adults, 
welfare recipients and dislocated 
workers. The required minimum sample 
size is given in the right-hand column of 
that row. 


Note.—The welfare recipients in the adult 
sample may be used as part of the welfare 
sample. In this case, an additional number of 
welfare recipients must be randomly selected 
to provide a supplemental sample large 
enough to meet the same accuracy 
requirements as other groups requiring 
follow-up. To determine the minimum size of 
this supplemental welfare sample, find the 
row in the left-hand column of Table 1 that 
contains the planned tota/ number of welfare 
recipients requiring follow-up. From the 
corresponding entry in the right-hand column, 
subtract the number of welfare recipients 
included in the adult sample. The remainder 
represents the minimum size of the 
supplemental sample of welfare recipients 
required for contact. 


TABLE 1.—MINIMUM SAMPLE SIZES FOR 
FOLLOW-UP 





Number of terminees in follow-up population ioe 


SOG AE ais cisclocecsersenisicitbeteseicighcliiemgioriaieaele 
138 to 149... 
150 to 159... 
160 to 169... 
170 to 179.. 
180 to 189.. 
190 to 199.. 


Correcting for Differences in Response 
Rates 


Different response rates for those 
terminees who entered employment at 
termination and those who did not are 
expected to bias the performance 
estimates because those who entered 
employment at termination are more 
likely to be employed at follow-up. It is 
assumed that those who were employed 


: 
. 
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at termination are easier to locate than 
those who were unemployed because 
the interviewer has more contact 
sources (e.g., name of employer). The 
resulting response bias can artificially 
inflate performance results at follow-up. 

To account for this problem, separate 
response rates should be calculated for 
those who were employed at 
termination and for those who were not. 
These separate response rates should be 
calculated for three groups: All adult II- 
A terminees, welfare recipients and 
Title III terminees. 

For each group; if the response rates 
of those employed at termination and 
those not employed differ by more than 
5 percentage points, then the 
“Worksheet for Adjusting Follow-up 
Performance Measures” in the Follow- 
up Technical Assistance Guide must be 
used to correct the follow-up measures 
for that group. 


Appendix B.—Definitions of Terms 
Necessary for Completion of Reports 


Employment/Training Services 


Assessment—services are designed to 
initially determine each participant's 
employability, aptitudes, abilities and 
interests, through interviews, testing and 
counseling to achieve the applicant's 
employment related goals. 

Follow-Up—is the collection of 
information on a terminee’s employment 
situation at a specified period after 
termination from the program. 

Intake—includes the screening of an 
applicant for eligibility to determine: (1) 
Whether the program can benefit the 
individual; (2) the employment and 
training activities and services which 
would be appropriate for that individual; 
(3) availability of an appropriate 
employment and training activity; (4) a 
decision on selection for participation 
and (5) dissemination of information on 
the program. 

Outreach—activity involves the 
’ collection, publication and 
dissemination of information on 
program services directed toward 
economically disadvantaged and other 
individuals eligible to receive JTPA 
training and support services.z 


Economically Disadvantaged 


The term “economically 
disadvantaged” means an individual 
who (A) receives, or is a member of a 
family which receives, cash welfare 
payments under a Federal, State, or 
local welfare program; (B) has, or is a 
member of a family which has, received 
a total family income for the six-month 
period prior to application for-the 
program involved (exclusive of 
unemployment compensation, child 


support payments, and welfare 
payments) which, in relation to family 
size, was not in excess of the higher of 
(i) the poverty level determined in 
accordance with criteria established by 
the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget, or (ii)-70 
percent of the lower living standard 
income level; (C) is receiving food 
stamps pursuant to the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977; (D) is a foster child on behalf of 
whom State or local government 
payments are made; or (E) in cases 
permitted by regulations of the 
Secretary, is an adult/youth 
handicapped individual whose own 
income meets the requirements of clause 
(A) or (B) but who is a member of a 
family whose income does not meet 
such requirements. (Sec. 4(8)). 


PIC-Recognized Youth Employment 
Competencies 


In order to attain a youth employment 
competency, an individual must have 
demonstrated proficiency in one of more 
of the following three skill areas in 
which the terminee was deficient at 
enrollment: pre-employment and work 
maturity, basic education and job 
specific skills. 

Pre-employment skills include world 
of work awareness, labor market 
knowledge, occupational information, 
values clarification and personal 
understanding, career planning, decision 
making, and job search techniques 
(resumes, interviews, applications, and 
follow-up letters). They also encompass 
survival/daily living skills such as using 
the phone, telling time, shopping, making 
change, renting an apartment, opening a 
bank account, and using public 
transportation; and 

Work maturity skills include positive 
work habits, attitudes, and behavior 
such as punctuality, regular attendance, 
presenting a neat appearance, getting 
along and working well with others 
exhibiting good conduct, following 
instructions and completing tasks, 
accepting constructive criticism from 
supervisors and co-workers, showing 
initiative and reliability, and assuming 
the responsibilities involved in 
maintaining a job. This category also 
entails developing motivation and 
adaptability, obtaining effective 
interpersonal relations, cuping and 
problem-solving skills, and acquiring an 
improved self image. 

Basic education skills include reading 
comprehension, math computation, 
writing, speaking, listening, nonverbal 
comunication, and the capacity to use 
these skills in the workplace, 

Job-specific skills—Primary job- 
specific skills encompass the proficiency 
to perform actual tasks and technical 


functions required by certain 
occupational fields at entry, 
intermediate or advanced levels. 
Secondary job-specific skills entail 
familiarity with and use of set-up 
procedures, safety measures, work- 
related terminology, recordkeeping and 
paperwork formats tools, equipment and 
materials, and breakdown and clean-up 
routines. 


Education Status 


School Dropout—An individual who 
is not attending any school and has not 
received a high school diploma or a GED 
certificate. -° 

Student (High School or Less}—An 
individual who is enrolled in an 
elementary or secondary school 
(including elementary, junior and senior 
high school or equivalent) or is between 
school terms and intends to return to 
school. 

High School Graduate or Equivalent 
(No Post-High School)}—An individual 
who has received a high school diploma 
or GED Certificate, but who has not 
attended any post-secondary vocational, 
technical, or academic school. 


Post High School Attendee—An 
individual who has received a high 
school diploma or GED certificate and 
has attended (or is attending) any post- 
secondary-level vocational, technical, or 
academic school. 


Family Status 


Single Head of Household—A single, 
abandoned, separated, divorced or 
widowed individual who has 
responsibility for one or more dependent 
children under age 18. 


Race Ethnic Group 


White (Not Hispanic}—A person 
having origins in any of the original 
peoples of Europe, North‘Africa, or the 
Middle East. 

Black (Not Hispanic)—A person 
having origins in any or the black racial 
groups of Africa. 

Hispanic—A person of Mexican, 
Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South 
American, or other Spanish culture or 
origin (including Spain), regardless of 
race. 


Note.—Among persons from Central and 
South American countries, only those who 
are of Spanish origin, descent, or culture 
should be included in the Hispanic category. 
Persons from Brazil, Guiana, and Trinidad, 
for example, would be classified according to 
their race, and would not necessarily be 
included in the Hispanic category. Also, the 
Portuguese should be excluded from the 
Hispanic category and should be classified 
according to their race. 
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American Indian or Alaskan Native— 
A person having origins in any of the 
original peoples of North America, and 
who maintains cultural identification 
through tribal affiliation or community 
recognition. 

Asian or Pacific Islander—A person 
having origins in any of the original 
peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, 
the Indian subcontinent (e.g., India, 
Pakistan, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Nepal, 
Sikkim, and Bhutan), or the Pacific 
Islands. This area includes, for example. 
China, Japan, Korea, the Philippine 
Islands, and Samoa. Hawaiian natives 
are to be recorded as Asian or Pacific 
islanders. 


Other Barriers to Employment 


Limited English Language 
Proficiency—Inability of an applicant, 
whose native language is not English, to 
communicate in English, resulting in a 
job handicap. 

Handicapped Individual—Refer to 
sec. 4(10) of the Act. Any individual who 
has a physical or mental disability 
which for such individual constitutes or 
results in a substantial handicap to 
employment. 


Note.—This definition will be used for 
performance standards purposes, but is not 
required to be used for program eligibility 
determination (Sec. 4{8){E}). 


Offender—Refer to section 4(17) of the 
Act. Any adult or juvenile who is or has 
been subject to any stage of the criminal 
justice process for whom services under 
the Act may be beneficial or who 
requires assistance in overcoming 
barriers to employment resulting from a 
record of arrest or conviction. 


U.C. Status 


Unemployment Compensation 
Claimant—Any individual who has filed 
a claim and has been determined 
monetarily eligible for benefit payments 
under one or more State or Federal 
unemployment compensation programs, 
and who has not exhausted benefit 
rights or whose benefit year has not 
ended. 


Labor Force Status 


Unemployed: 15 or more weeks or 
prior 26 weeks—Any individual who is 
unemployed at the time of eligibility 
determination and has been unemployed 
for 15 or more of the 26 weeks 
immediately prior to such determination. 
Here, “unemployed” is defined as an 
individual who did not work during the 
7 consecutive days prior to application 
for a JTPA program, who made specific 
efforts to find a job within the past 4 
weeks prior to application, and who was 
available for work during the 7 


consecutive days prior to application 
(except for temporary illness). 

Not in Labor Force—A civilian 14 
years of age or over who did not work 
during the 7 consecutive days prior to 
application for a JTPA program and is 
not classified as employed or 
unemployed. 


{FR Doc. 86-793 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4510-30-M 


Mine Safety and Health Administration 
[Docket No. M-85-184-C} 


Clinchfield Coal Co.; Petition for 
Modification of Application of 
Mandatory Safety Standard 


Clinchfield Coal Company, P.O. Box 7, 
Dante, Virginia 24237 has filed a petition 
to modify the application of 30 CFR 
75.1105 (housing of underground 
transformer stations, battery-charging 
stations, substations, compressor 
stations, shops, and permanent pumps) 
to its McClure No. 1 Mine (I.D. No. 44- 
04251) located in Dickenson County, 
Virginia. The petition is filed under 
section 101(c) of the Federal Mine Safety 
and Health Act of 1977. 

A summary of the petitioner's 
statements follows: 

1. The petition concerns the 
requirement that air currents used to 
ventilate structures or areas enclosing 
electrical installations be coursed 
directly into the return. 

2. As an alternate method, petitioner 
proposes to locate transformers and 
high voltage vacuum circuit breakers in 
the belt entry splits of air. Petitioner will 
use dry-type transformers containing no 
flammable liquid or hydraulic oil, except 
for capacitors in power centers which 
may contain up to a total of three 
gallons of flammable liquid. 

3. Petitioner has installed a carbon 
monoxide (CO) detection system in all 
belt entries to constantly monitor the 
presence of CO. 

4. Petitioner states that maintaining 
the CO detection system in the belt 
entry splits of air will provide the same 
degree of safety for the miners affected 
as that afforded by the standard. 


Request for Comments 


Persons interested in this petition may 
furnish written comments. These 
comments must be filed with the Office 
of Standards, Regulations and 
Variances, Mine Safety and Health 
Administration, Room 627, 4015 Wilson 
Boulevard, Arlington, Virginia 22203. All 
comments must be postmarked or 
received in that office on or before 
February 13, 1986. Copies of the petition 
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are available for inspection at that 
address. 


Dated: January 7, 1986: 


Patricia W. Silvey, 


Director, Office of Standards; Regulations 
and Variances. 


[FR Doc. 86-806 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] - 
BILLING CODE 4510-43-M 


NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 
SPACE ADMINISTRATION 


{Notice 86-01] 


NASA Advisory Council, Aeronautics 
Advisory Committee (AAC); Meeting 


AGENCY: National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration. 


ACTION: Notice of Meeting. 


SUMMARY: In accordance with the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act, Pub. 
L. 92-463, as amended, the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 
announces a forthcoming meeting of the 
NASA Advisory Council, Aeronautics 
Advisory Committee and the Aerospace 
Research and Technology Informal 
Subcommittee. 

DATE AND TIME: January 29, 1986, 8:30 
a.m. to 5:00 p.m.; January 30, 1986, 8:30 
a.m. to 4:30 p.m. 
ADDRESS: National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, Langley Research 
Center, Activities Building, Hampton, 
Virginia 23665. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. John S. Clark, Code R, National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration, 
Washington, DC 20546; Telephone: 
(Area Code 202/453-2703). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Aeronautics Advisory Committee (AAC) 
was established to provide overall 
guidance and direction to the 
aeronautics research and technology 
activities in the Office of Aeronautics 
and Space Technology (OAST). 

The Aerospace Research and 
Technology Informal Subcommittee was 
formed to provide technical support for 
the AAC and to conduct ad hoc 
interdisciplinary studies and 
assessments. The Committee, chaired by 
Mr. Robert B. Ormsby, is comprised of 
23 members. The Subcommittee is — 
comprised of 47 members. The meeting 
will be open to the public up to the 


_ seating capacity of the room 


(approximately 100 persons including 
the Subcommittee members and other 
participants). 

Type of Meeting: Open. 

Agenda: 





_ Federal Register / Vol. 51, No. 9 / Tuesday, January 14, 1986 | Notices 


January 29, 1986 ‘ 
8:30 a.m.—Chairperson’s Remarks. 
9 a.m.—NASA/OAST Overview. - 
9:45-a.m.—Aeronautics Overview. 
11 a.m.—Parallel Program Review Sessions. 
5:00 p.m.—Adjourn. 
January 30, 1986 
8:30 a.m.—Continuation of Parallel Program 
Review Sessions. 
3 a.m.—Summary Session. 
4:30 p.m.—Adjourn. 
Richard L. Daniels, 
Deputy Director, Logistics Management and 
Information Programs Division, Office of 
Management. 
January 7, 1986. 
{FR Doc. 86-737 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7510-01-M 


[Notice 86-02) — 
NASA Advisory Council (NAC); Life 
Committee; 


AGENCY: National Aeronautics. and 
Space Administration. 


ACTION: Notice of Meeting. 


SUMMARY: In accordance with the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act, Pub. 
L. 92-463, as amended, the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 
announces a forthcoming meeting of the 
NASA Advisory Council, Life Sciences 
Advisory Committee (LSAC). 

DATE AND Time: February 3, 1986, 8 a.m. 
to 5:30 p.m.; and February 4, 1986, 8 a.m. 
to 4 p.m.. 

ADDRESS: National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, Ames Research 
Center, Bldg. 245, Auditorium, Moffett 
Field, CA 94035. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Henry V. Bielstein, M.D., Code EB, 
National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration, Washington, DC 20546 
(202/453-1536). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The Life 
Sciences Advisory Committee provides 
advice and coordination of NASA Life 
Sciences research programs. They assist 
in long-range planning for Spacelab, 
Space Station, and STS experiments, as 
well as ground-based biomedical 
research. The Committee, chaired by Dr. 
Robert E. Moser, is comprised of 
approximately 25 members. 


Type of meeting: Open. 
February 3, 1986 

8:00 a.m.—Opening Remarks. 

8:45 a.m.—Current Status of Life Sciences 
Programs. 

10:30 a.m.—Biospherics. 

1:00 p.m.—Radiation Concerns. 

3:30 p.m.—New Initiatives. : 

4:30 p.m.—Space Station Update, 

5:00 p.m.—Internationa} Cooperation 
Activities. 


5:30 p.m.—Adjourn. 
February 4, 1986 
8:00 a.m.—LSAC Working Session. 
4:00 p.m.—Adjourn. 
Richard L. Daniels, 
Deputy Director, Logistics Management and 
Information Programs Division, Office of 
Management. 
January 6, 1986. 
[FR Doc. 86-738 Filed 1-13-96; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7510-01- 


[Notice 86-03] 


NASA Advisory Council; Space 


Systems and Technology Advisory 
Committee (SSTAC); Meeting 


AGENCY: National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration. 
ACTION: Notice of Meeting. 


SUMMARY: In accordance with the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act, Pub. 
L, 92-463, as amended, the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 
announces a forthcoming meeting of the 
NASA Advisory Council, Space Systems 
and Technology Advisory Committee, 
and the Aerospace Research and 
Technology Informal Subcommittee. 
DATE AND TIME: February 4, 1986, 8:30 
a.m. to 5:00 p.m.; February 5, 1986, 8:30 
a.m. to 5:00 p.m.. 

ADDRESS: National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, Lewis Research 
Center, Administration Building, 21000 
Brookpark Road, Cleveland, Ohio 44135. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. John S. Clark, Code R, National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration, 
Washington, DC 20546; Telephone: 
(Area Code 202/453-2703). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Space Systems and Technology 
Advisory Committee (SSTAC) was 
established to provide overall guidance 
and direction to the space research and 
technology activities in the Office of 
Aeronautics and Space Technology 
(CAST). The Aerospace Research and 
Technology Informal Subcommittee was 
formed to provide technical support for 
the SSTAC and to conduct ad hoc 
interdisciplinary studies and 
assessments. The Committee, chaired by 
Mr. Norman Augustine, is comprised of 
21 members..The Subcommittee is 
comprised of 38 members. The meeting 
will be open to the public up to the 
seating capacity of the room 
(approximately 100 persons including 
the Subcommittee members and other 


’ participants). 


Type of meeting: Open. 
Agenda: 
February 4, 1986 
8:30 a.m.—Chairperson’s Remarks. 
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9:00 a.m.—Overview of NASA/OAST. 
9:45 a.m.—Space Technology Overview. 
10:30 a.m.—Parallel Program Review 
Sessions. 
5:00 p.m.—Adjourn. 
February 5, 1986 
8:30 a.m.—Continuation of Paralle} Program 
Review Sessions. 
3:00 p.m.—Summary Session. 
5:00 p.m.—Adjourn. 
Richard L. Daniels, 
Deputy Director, Logistics Management and 
Information Programs Division, Office of 
Management. 
January 7, 1986. 
[FR Doc. 86-739 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 7510-01-M 


[Notice 86-04] 


Aerospace Safety Advisory Panel; 
Meeting 


AGENCY: National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration. 


ACTION: Notice of Meeting. 


sumMaARY: In accordance with the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act, Pub. 
L. 92-463, as amended, the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 
announces a forthcoming meeting of the 
Aerospace Safety Advisory Panel. 


DATE AND TIME: February 12, 1986, 2 p.m. 
to 3:30 p.m. 


appress: National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, 400 Maryland 
Avenue SW, Room 7002, Washington, 
DC 20546. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Gilbert L. Roth, Code LB, National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration, 
Washington, DC 20546 (202/453-8341). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Pane! will present its annual report to 
the NASA Administrator. This is 
pursuant to carrying out its statutory 
duties for which the Panel reviews, 
evaluates, and advises on those program 
activities, systems, procedures, and 
management policies that contribute to 
risk and the identification of assessment 
of these for management. Priority is 
given to those programs that involve the 
safety of manned flight. The major 
subjects will be the Space Shuttle 
Program, Space Flight Operations, Space 
Station, and Aeronautical Operations. 
Visitors will be admitted to the meeting 
room up to its capacity, which is 
approximately 60 persons including 
Panel members and other participants. 

Visitors will be requested to sign a 
visitor's register. 
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Type of Meeting: Open. 
Richard L. Daniels, 
Deputy Director, Logistics Management and 
Information Programs Division, Office of 
Management. 
January 7, 1986. 
[FR Doc. 86-740 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7510-01-M 


NATIONAL ARCHIVES AND RECORDS 
ADMINISTRATION 


Records Schedules 


AGENCY: Office of Records 
Administration, National Archives and 
Records Administration. 

ACTION: Notice of availability of 
proposed records schedules; request for 
comments. 


SUMMARY: The National Archives and 


Records Administration (NARA) 
publishes a notice at least once monthly 
of all agency records schedules 
(requests for records disposition 
authority) which include records 
proposed for disposal. The first notice 
was published on April 1, 1985. Records 
schedules identify records of continuing 
value for eventual preservation in the 
National Archives of the United States 
and authorize agencies to dispose of 
records of temporary value. NARA 
invites public comment on proposed 
records disposals as required by 44 
U.S.C. 3303a(a). 

DATE: Comments must be received in 
writing on or before March 17, 1986. 
appress: Address comments and 
requests for single copies of schedules 
identified in this notice to the Records 
Appraisal and Disposition Division 
(NIR), National Archives and Records 
Administration, Washington, DC 20408. 
Requestors must cite. the control number 
assigned to each schedule when 
requesting a copy. The control number 
appears in parenthesis immediately 
after the title of the requesting agency. 
Copies of the schedules are also 
available for public inspection during 
the comment period at the Office. of the 
Federal Register, Room 8401, 1100 L 
Street, NW, Washington, DC 20408. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Each 
year U.S. Government agencies create 
billions of records in the form of paper, 
film, magnetic tape, and other media. In 
order to control the accumulation of 
records, Federal agencies prepare 
records schedules which specify when 
the agency no longer needs them for 
current business and what happens to 
the records after the expiration of this 
period. Destruction of the records 
requires the approval of the Archivist of 
the United States, which is based on a 


thorough study of their potential value 
for future use. A few schedules are 
comprehensive; they list all the records 
of an agency or one of its major 
subdivisions. Most schedules cover only 
one office, or one program, or a few 
series of records, and many are updates 
of previously approved schedules. 

The monthly public notice identifies 
the Federal agencies and their 
appropriate subdivisions requesting 
disposition authority, includes a control 
number assigned to each schedule, and 
briefly identifies the records scheduled 
for disposal. The complete records 
schedule contains additional 
information about the records and their 
disposition. Additional information 
about the disposition process will be 
furnished with each copy of a records 
schedule requested. 


Schedules Pending Approval 


1. Department of Agriculture, Office of 
Energy (NC1-354—85-1). Records relating 
to the administration of USDA energy 
policies and energy-related programs. 

2. Department of the Air Force, 
Directorate of Administration, HQ 
USAF (N1-AFU-86-15). 
Communications Service Leasing 
Records. 

3. Department of the Air Force, (NC1- 
AFU-85-34). Nuclear weapons convoy 
movement listings. 

4. Department of the Air Force, (NC1- 
AFU-85-—41). Revision for account and 
signature verification records. 

5. Department of the Army, Records 
Management Operations Office (N1- 
AU-86-3). News media and release files, 
including press releases, speeches, and 
scripts. Excludes specific records 
designated for transfer to the National 
Archives. 

6. Department of the Army, Office of 
Records Management Operations (N1- 
338-86-2). (1) Work simplification 
proposal files, including flow charts, 
motion economy charts, and similar 
items; (2) Correspondence, reports, 
journals, and related records 
documenting liaison between Army 
organizations and post exchanges. 

7. Central Intelligence Agency (Job 
No. NC1-263-84—-12). The CIA schedule 
is classified in the interest of national 
security pursuant to Executive Order 
12356 and is further exempt from public 
disclosure pursuant to the National 
Security Act of 1947, 50 U.S.C. 403(d)(3), 
and the CIA Act of 1949, 50 U.S.C. 403g. 

8. Administrative Office of the U.S. 
Courts (NC1-116-85-6). Records of the 
Probation Division which document . 
routine administrative or housekeeping 
functions or which substantially « 
duplicate records maintained by other 
offices. 
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9. Agency for International 
Development, Commission on Security 
and Economic Assistance (N1-286-86- 
2). Videotapes of meetings and public 
hearings which are fully documented in 
textual records accessioned into the 
National Archives. 


Dated: January 6, 1986. 
Frank G. Burke, 
Acting Archivist of the United States. 
{FR Doc. 86-516 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7517-01-M 


NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION 
SAFETY BOARD 


Third Party Communications; Board 
Policy 


On August 19, 1982 (47 FR 36310), the 
NTSB gave notice that the following 
statement of policy had been adopted 
regarding “Third Party 
Communications”: 

It is the policy of the Board that 
recommendations submitted by parties under 
§ 831.12 or 845.27 of the Board's regulations 
(49 CFR 831.12, 845.27) will not be considered 
when received by the Board after the matter 
addressed by the recommendation has been 
placed on notation. 


The above policy, though not required 
by law, was adopted to prevent the 
disruption of deliberations at Board 
meetings that occurred when formal 
submissions by parties were not filed 
until the eve of the meeting. This policy 
only addressed written submissions by 
parties to the investigation. The policy 
statement is being revised to extend it to 
all interested persons to accommodate 
the Board's encouragement of 
broadened participation in its process. 

Further, the current policy does not 
address those instances in which a 
matter such as an accident report is not 
adopted at the initial Board meeting at 
which it is considered. In some of these 
instances, the Board instructs the staff 
to make substantial changes to the 
document which necessitate a major 
revision. The document in effect is taken 
off notation, and thereafter a revised 
document is submitted to the Board as a 
new matter and is placed on notation. In 
these instances, the revised document 
generally, although not always, is 
discussed at an ensuing Board meeting. 
Once a revised document is submitted 
to the Board and placed on notation, the 
same rationale for not considering late 
written submissions applies, i.e., the 
need to avoid the disruption of the 
deliberations at the Board meeting that 
can occur when persons file comments 
on the eve of the meeting. Consequently, 
the Board's policy is being revised to 





deny consideration to any written 
comments that are received at any time 
a matter is on notation. A matter usually 
is placed on notation two weeks before 
the date of the meeting at which it is to 
be discussed. The revised policy does 
not preclude the consideration of 
written comments submitted by parties 
or other interested persons after a 
document is returned to the staff but 
before the revised document is placed 
on notation. It in no way is intended to 
discourage parties and interested 
persons from providing information to 
the Safety Board. 

In those cases in which a matter is not 
adopted at the meeting, and the Board 
instructs the staff to make relatively 
minor changes to the document and to 
circulate the changes to the Board 
within a short period of time the matter 
remains on notation and usually no 
further Board meeting will be held to 
discuss the revised document. Under 
these circumstances, written comments 
received after the meeting but before the 
document is issued by the Board will not 
be considered because doing 80 would 
disrupt the orderly disposition of Board 
business. 

In all cases, parties can petition the 
Board for reconsideration or 
modification pursuant to 49 CFR 845.41 
after the Board publishes the document. 

In view of the foregoing, the Board 
hereby revises its policy on Third Party 
Communications to read as follows: 

._ Itis the policy of the Board that 
written comments from parties and 
other interested persons, including but 
not limited to proposed findings, 
probable cause and safety 
recommendations submitted by parties 
pursuant fo 49 CFR 8931.12 or 845.27, 
will not be considered when received by 
the Board at a time the matter addressed 
by the comments is on notation. '- 

H. Ray Smith, jr., 

Federal Register Liaison Officer. 

January 9, 1986. 

{FR Doc. 86-774 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am) 
BILLING CODE 7533-01-M 


' Opinions and orders in enforcement and. 
medical cases are not governed by this policy 
statement since they are formal adjudications and 
thereby are subject to the Board's rules concerning 
Ex Parte Communications (49 CFR 821.60 and 
825.40). 
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 


[Docket No. 50-005] 


Finding of No Significant 
Environmental Impact Regarding 
Proposed Renewal of Facility 
Operating License No. R-2; 
Pennsylvania State University 


The Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(the Commission) is considering 
issuance of an amendment to Facility 
Operating License No. R-2Z for the 
Pennsylvania State University research 
reactor located at University Park, 
Pennsylvania. ; 

The amendment will renew the 
Operating License for twenty years from 
its date of issuance, in accordance with 
the licensee's application dated March 1, 
1985, as supplemented. Opportunity for 
hearing was afforded by the Notice of 
Proposed Renewal of Facility License 
published in the Federal Register on 
April 24, 1985 at 50 FR 16180. No request 
for hearing or petition for leave to 
intervene was filed following notice of 
the proposed action. 

Continued operation of the reactor 
will not require alteration of buildings or 
structures, will not lead to changes in 
effluents released from the facility to the 
environment, will not increase the 
probability or consequences of 
accidents, and will not involve any 
unresolved issues concerning alternative 
uses of available resources. Based on 
the foregoing and on the Environmental 
Assessment, the Commission concludes 
that renewal of the license will not 
result in any significant environmental 
impacts. 


Finding of No Significant Impact 


The Commission has prepared an 
Environmental Assessment of this 
action dated December 1985, and has 
concluded that the proposed action will 
not have a significant effect on the 
quality of the human environment. 
Therefore, the Commission has 
determined not to prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement for the 
proposed action. 


Summary of Environmental Impacts as 
Described in the Environmental 
Assessment 


The proposed action would authorize 
the licensee to continue operating the 
reactor in the same. manner that it has 
been operated since 1965. The 
environmental impacts associated with 
the continued operation of the facility 
are discussed in an Environmental 
Assessment associated with this action. 
The Assessment concluded that 
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continued operation of the TRIGA 
reactor for an additional 20 years will 
not result in any significant 
environmental impacts on air, water, 
land or biota in the area, and that an 
Environmental Impact Statement need 
not be prepared. These conclusions are 
based on the following: 

(a) The excess reactivity available 
under the technical specifications is 
insufficient to support a reactor 
transient generating enough energy to 
cause overheating of the fuel or loss of 
integrity of the cladding. 

(b) At a thermal power level of 1 
megawatt, the inventory of fission 
products in the fuel cannot generate 
sufficient radioactive decay heat to 
cause fuel damage even in the 
hypothetical event of instantaneous 
total loss of coolant, and 

(c) The hypothetical loss of integrity 
of the cladding of the maximum 
irradiated fuel rod will not lead to 
radiation exposures in the restricted 
environment that exceed guideline 
values of 10 CFR Part 20. 

For further details with respect to this 
proposed action, see (1) the application 
for license renewal dated March 1, 1985, 
as supplemented, (2) the Environmental 
Assessment, dated December 1985, and 
the (3) Safety Evaluation Report 
prepared by the staff (NUREG-1158). 

These documents are available for 
public inspection at the Commission's 
Public Document Room, 1717 H Street 
NW, Washington, DC 20555. Copies of 
items (1) and (2) may be obtained upon 
request addressed to the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, Washington, 
DC 20555, ATTENTION: Director, 
Division of PWR Licensing-B. Copies of 
NUREG-—1158 may be purchased by 
calling (202) 275-2060 or (202) 275-2171 
or by writing to the Superintendent of 
Documents, U.S. Government Printing 
Office, Post Office Box 37082, 
Washington, D.C. 20013-7982. 

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 6th day 
of January 1986. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Frank J. Miraglia, 

Director, Division.of PWR Licensing-B. 
[FR Doc. 86-770 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am} 


PACIFIC NORTHWEST ELECTRIC 
POWER AND CONSERVATION 
PLANNING COUNCIL . 


Losses and Goals Advisory 
Committee; Meeting 


AGENCY: The Pacific Northwest Electric 
Power and Conservation Planning 
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Council (Nerthwest Power Planning 
Council). 
ACTION: Notice of meeting. 


STATUS: Open. 
SUMMARY: The Northwest Power 
Planning Council hereby announces a 
forthcoming meeting of its Losses and 
Goals Advisory Committee to be held 
pursuant to the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act, 5 U.S.C. Appendix I, I-4. 
Activities will include: 

¢ Losses information discussion 

¢ Contributions issue scoping 

¢ Public comment 
DATE: January 21, 1985. 9:30 a.m. 
ADDRESS: The meeting will be held at 
the Council's Meeting Room, 850 S. W. 
Broadway, Suite 1100, Portland, Oregon. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
John Marsh, 503-222-5161. 
Edward Sheets, 
Executive Director. 
[FR Doc. 86-856 Filed 1-10-86; 1:04 pm] 
BILLING CODE 0000-00-M 





SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 


[License No. 05/05-0204) 


Wisconsin Community Capital, inc.; 
Issuance of a Small Business 
Investment Company License 


On September 10, 1985, a notice was 
published in the Federal Register (50 FR 
36942) stating that an application has 
been filed by Wisconsin Community 
Capital, Inc., 14 West Mifflin Street, 
Suite 314, Madison, Wisconsin 53703, 
with the Small Business Administration 
(SBA) pursuant to § 107.102 of the 
Regulations governing small business 
investment companies (13 CFR 107.102 
(1985}) for a license as a small business 
investment company. 

Interested parties were given until 
close of business October 10, 1985, to 
submit their comments to SBA. No 
comments were received. 

Notice is hereby given that, pursuant 
to section 301(c) of the Small Business 
Investment Act of 1958, as amended, 
after having considered the application 
and all other pertinent information, SBA 
issued License No. 05/05-0204 on 
December 17, 1985, to Wisconsin 
Community Capital, Inc., to operate as a 
small business investment company. 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 59.011, Small Business 
Investment Companies) 


Dated: January 3, 1986. 
Robert G. Lineberry, 
Deputy Associate Administrator for 
Investment. 
[FR Doc. 86-754 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M 


{Declaration of Disaster Loan Area #2221; 
Amdt. #1] 


Maryland; Declaration of Disaster Loan 
Area 


The above-numbered Declaration (50 
FR 51959), which was issued on 
December 11, 1985 is hereby amended to 
include Baltimore and Charles Counties 
in the State of Maryland, as adjacent 
counties because of damage caused by a 
severe storm, flooding, high winds and 
tidal surge which occurred on November 
4, 1985. All other information remains 
the same; i.e., the termination date for 
filing applications for physical damage 
is the close of business on February 10, 
1986, and for economic injury until the 
close of business on September 11, 1986. 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Programs Nos. 59002 and 59008) 

Dated: December 19, 1985. 
James C. Sanders, 
Administrator. 
[FR Doc. 86-752 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M 


Interest Rates; Quarterly 
Determinations 


The interest rate on section 7(a) Small 
Business Administration direct business 
loans (as amended by Pub. L. 97-35) and 
the SBA share of immediate 
participation loans is ten and seven 
eights (10%) percent for the fiscal 
quarter beginning January 1, 1986. 

On a quarterly basis, the Small 
Business Administration also publishes 
an interest-rate called the optional “peg” 
rate (13 CFR 122.8-4(d). This rate is a 
weighted average cost of money to the 
government for maturities similar to the 
average SBA loan. This rate may be 
used as a base rate for guaranteed 
fluctuating interest rate SBA loans. For 
the January-March quarter of 1986, this’ 
rate will be ten percent. 

Edwin T. Hollsway, 

Associate Administrator for Finance and 
Investment. 

[FR Doc. 86-755 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M 


Vermont; Region t Advisory Council; 
Public Meeting 


The Small Business Administration 
Region I Advisory Council, located in 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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the geographical area of Montpelier, 
Vermont, will hold a public meeting at 
10:00 a.m., Wednesday, February 19, 
1986, at the Lobster Pot, Montpelier, 
Vermont, to discuss such business as 
may be presented by members, the staff 
of the U.S. Small Business 
Administration, and others present. 
For further information, write or call 
David C: Emery, District Director, U.S. 
Small Business Administration, Federal 
Building, 87 State Street, P.O. Box 605, 
Montpelier, Vermont 05602. (802) 229- 
0538. 
Jean M. Nowak, 
Director, Office of Advisory Councils. 
January 7, 1986. 
{FR Doc. 86-753 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M 


OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES 
TRADE REPRESENTATIVE 


implementation of Duty Reductions on 
High Technology Products 


AGENCY: Office of the United States 
Trade Representative. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: This notice implements duty 
reductions on enumerated high 
technology products covered by section 
128(b)(7) of the Trade Act of 1974, 
pursuant to Presidential Proclamation 
5305 of February 21, 1985. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: The third calendar day 
following the date of publication of this 
notice in the Federal Register. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
James Gradoville, United States Trade 
Representative, (202) 395-3475. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Presidential Proclamation 5305 of 
February 21,1985 (50 FR 7571), granted 
duty reductions on high technology 
products provided for in five items of the 
Tariff Schedules of the United States 
(TSUS) in order to implement a trade 
agreement with Japan; in addition, it 
authorized the United States Trade 
Representative (USTR) to make duty 
reductions effective with respect to 
imports of certain other high technology 
products. These actions were taken 
pursuant to section 128 of the Trade Act 
of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2138), as enacted in 
section 308 of the Trade and Tariff Act: 
of 1984. 


Proclamation 5305 authorized the 
USTR to make any modifications in the 
TSUS in order to make duty-free’ 
treatment éffective for the articles 
covered by. section 128 but for which no 
duty reduction was granted in the 
proclamation. 
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Pursuant to this authority, the USTR 
has determined that modifications in the 
TSUS are appropriate in order to afford 
duty-free entry to the articles covered 
by section 128(b)(7) of the Trade Act of 
1974. 

Accordingly, the TSUS are hereby 
modified as follows: 

(1) Subpart G, part 4 of schedule 6 is 
modified by striking out item 676.52 and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following 
new items, set forth herein in columnar 
form under the headings “Item”, 
“Articles”, “Rates of Duty 1”, “Rates of 
Duty Special”, and “Rates of Duty 2”, 
respectively, with article descriptions at 
the first level of indentation: 


“676.54 | Parts of 


(2) Effective with respect to articles 
provided for in item 676.56 (as added by 
paragraph (1)) that are entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse for 
consumption, on or after January 1, 1987, 
column 1 for such item is modified by 
striking out the rate of duty in effect.on 
the day before such date and inserting 
in lieu thereof the rate of duty “3.9% ad 
val.” 

(3) General headnote 3(e)(v)(D) to the 
TSUS, listing articles that are eligible for 
benefits of the Generalized System of 
preferences except when imported from 
the beneficiary countries listed opposite 
those articles, is modified by striking out 
“676.52 . . . Hong Kong, Malaysia, ° 


Mexico, Republic of Korea, Singapore. 
and Taiwan” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “675.56 . . .. Hong Kong, 
Malaysia, Mexico, Republic of Korea, 
Singapore, and Taiwan”. 

Clayton Yeutter, 

United States Trade Representative. 
January 7, 1986. 

[FR Doc. 86-453 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3190-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Office of the Secretary 


Uniform Relocation and Real Property 
Acquisition for Federal and Federally- 
Assisted Programs; Fixed Payment for 
Moving Expenses; Residential Moves 


AGENCY: Department of Transportation, 
(DOT). 
ACTION: Notice. 


summary: The purpose of this Notice is 


to.publish changes in the moving 
expense schedule for displaced persoris 
in the States of Alaska, Nebraska, 
Nevada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, 
Oregon, and Pennsylvania. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: January 1, 1986. - 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Gary Patchett, Relocation Division, 
Office of Right-of-Way (202-426-0117); 
or Reid. Alsop, Office of the Chief 
Counsel (202-426-0800), Federal 
Highway Administration, 400 Seventh 
Street, SW., Washington, DC, 20590. 
Office hours, Monday—Friday are from 
7:45 a.m. to 4:15 p.m., ET. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section 
202(b) of the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property 


‘Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, Pub. L. 


91-646, 84 Stat. 1894, provides that a 
displaced individual or family may elect 
to be paid for moving expenses on the 
basis of.a moving expense schedule. To 
ensure statewide uniformity among all 


TABLE I—PERSONALTY 


agencies operating under the Act, 

General Services: Administration 

Regulations, governing agency 

implementation of the Act, 41 CFR Part 

101-6, provide in § 101-6.105-1 that 

moving expense schedules maintained 

by the respective State highway 
departments shall be used, and that the 
schedules will be approved on a current 
basis and disseminated by the Federal 

Highway Administration (FHWA). 

The regulations of the Office of the 
Secretary, 49 CFR 25.302(a), 
implementing the Uniform Act, direct 
the FHWA to approve the moving 
expense schedules. Prior to issuance of 
the current regulations published at 50 
FR 8955 on March 5, 1985, 49 CFR 25.153 
required that the moving expense 
schedule-be maintained as Appendix A 
to Part 25 CFR. Henceforth the moving 
expense schedules will be issued as 
Federal Register Notices. 

The purpose of this Notice is to revise 
the schedules that were published on 
January 25, 1985, (50 FR 3525) to reflect 
changes in the moving expense 
schedules that have been made by the 
following States. 

Table I—Personality—Alaska, 
Nebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire, 
New Jersey, Oregon, and 
Pennsylvania. 

Table II—Mobile Homes—Nebraska, 
Nevada, and Oregon. 

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 

Program Number 20.205, Highway Research, 

Planning, and Construction. The regulations 

implementing Executive Order 12372 

regarding intergovernmental consultation on 

Federal programs and activities apply to this 

program.) 

(42 U.S.C. 4601; 41 CFR 101-6.105-1; 49 CFR 

25.302(a)). 

Issued on: January 8, 1986. 

R.A. Barnhart, 

Federal Highway Administrator, Federal 

Highway Administration. 


Payment for Moving and Related 
Expenses 


Occupant provides. furniture. (number of rooms of furniture) 


BASBSRRSSRSB 
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TABLE |—PERSONALTY—Continued 


Occupant provides furniture (number of rooms of furniture) Occupant does not 


provide furniture 
Each 
room 





RSSesSasxes 


~ 
ua 


gs 


3 
RRSRSRSSSRBRSBSBBB 


~ 
0 
~— 


50 
40 
30 
50 
40 
75 
50 
25 
25 
40 
50 
25 
50 
25 
25 
40 
35 
25 
40 
50 
«0 


 epntas cant intuting clenping names. Gongust dene ant grote Gentine: 1st room $35; 2 rooms $55; 3 rooms $80; 4 rooms $100; 5 rooms $125; 6.rooms $145; each additional 
; 2 Furnished units including sleeping rooms. Occupant does not provide furniture: 1st room $68; 2 rooms $129; 3 rooms $160; 4 rooms $193; 5 rooms $224; 6 rooms $256; 7 rooms $288; 8 


TABLE II—MOBiLE HOMES 


& 


S8sesasees 


SSsSS3FFasSSSI3 
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Taste '!i—MosiLe HomES—Continued 





Area—Square Feet 


Hinois .... 


Indiana ... 


towa. 


KOMRUCKY * .....--ccccsessene 


Louisiana.......... 


Maine 


Massachusetts .......... 





Minnesota *............ 


Mississipp ..... 


Missoun 





Montana * 











New Mexico *, 8.00... cscs 


NOW VORK......cccccsee 


Picea Casings ©, © os sesicscsiccsicincossncbececesecdnsasics 








North Darota 
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TABLE li—MosiLe HomES—Continued 


More than 





* Width to 8’: Length 40° $200; over 40’ $300. Width over 8° $300. 


2 Under 8° x 40'—Unskirted $150. Over 8" x 40’—$300. 
3 Plus $50 for expandable trailer. 

* $300 for double trailer. 

5 Escort fee included. 


® Personality Only. Width: Under 10 feet—$60; 10 feet—$70. 12 feet and over—$100. Doubles—$175. 


[FR Doc. 86-805 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-22-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 


List of Countries Requiring 
Cooperation With an International 
Boycott 


In order to comply with the mandate 
of section 999({a)(3} of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954, the Department 
of the Treasury is publishing a current 
list of countries which may require 
participation in, or cooperation with, an 


international boycott [within the 
meaning of section 999(b)(3) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954]. The list 
is the same as the prior quarterly list 
published in the Federal Register. 

On the basis of the best information 
currently available to the Department of 
the Treasury, the following countries 
may require participation in, or 
cooperation with, an international 
boycott [within the meaning of section 
999(b)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954]. 


Bahrain 
Iraq 


Area—Square Feet 


But not 
more than 





Jordan - 

Kuwait 

Lebanon 

Libya 

Oman 

Qatar 

Saudi Arabia 

Syria 

United Arab Emirates 

Yemen, Arab Republic 

Yemen, Peoples Democratic Republic of 
J. Roger Mentz, 

Acting Assistant Secretary for Tax Policy. 
[FR Doc. 86-759 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4810-25-M 
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VETERANS ADMINISTRATION 


intent To Prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement; Northern California 
National Cemetery, Merced County, 
CA 


AGENCY: Veterans Administration. 
ACTION: Notice of Intent to prepare an 


Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 


summary: An Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) is to be prepared for a 
proposed new national cemetery in 
Merced County, California. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Director, Office of Environmental 
Affairs (088B) Veterans Administration, 
811 Vermont Avenue, NW., Washington, 
DC 20420, (202) 389-2922. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The EIS 
will be prepared pursuant to the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 


1969 and the Council on Environmental 
Quality Regulations (40 CFR Part 1500). 
The VA is considering development of a 
new national cemetery in Merced 


County, California, on a parcel of land 


approximately 400 acres in total, located 
northwest of U.S, Route 5 near Santa 
Nella, California. This development 
could include administrative and 
maintenance facilities, roadways, 
interment shelters and lawn areas for 
gravesites. Prior experience with 
cemetery development has shown that 
approximately 1,000 gravesites can be 
developed per acre of land. This 
planning figure takes into account buffer 
areas, roadways, and buildings. 

This notice is intended to inform the 
public of the planning effort, and to 
solicit participation and input on the 
scope of issues and alternatives to be 
covered in the EIS. VA invites 


1595 


participation and consultation by 
Federal, State, and local Governments 
and private groups and citizens that 
have special expertise, legal jurisdiction 
or.interest in the preparation of the EIS. 
Scoping meetings will be scheduled to 
discuss the issues and alternatives to be 
addressed in the Draft EIS. The times 
and locations of these meetings will be 
announced in area newspapers. Notice 
will also be mailed to any person 
requesting to be placed on a mailing list. 
For placement on that list or for other 
information, contact the Office of 
Environmental Affairs at the above 
address. 

Dated: January 6, 1986. 

By direction of the Administrator. 
Everett Alvarez, Jr., r 
Deputy Administrator. 
[FR Doc. 86-779 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 8320-01-M 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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Sunshine Act Meetings 


This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains notices of meetings published 
under the “Government in the Sunshine 
Act” (Pub. L. 94-409) 5 U.S.C. 552b(e)(3). 


CONTENTS 


Federal Reserve System 
Federal Trade Commission 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 





1 . 

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 

TIME AND DATE: 11:00 a.m., Tuesday, 
January 21, 1986. 

PLACE: Marriner S. Eccles Federal 
Reserve Board Building, C Street 
entrance between 20th and 21st Streets, 
NW., Washington, DC 20551. 

status: Closed. 

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 


1. Personnel actions (appointments, 
promotions, assignments, reassignments, and 
salary actions) involving individual Federal 
Reserve System employees. 

2. Any items carried forward from a 
previously announced meeting. 


CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Mr. Joseph R. Coyne, 
Assistant to the Board; (202) 452-3204. 
You may call (202) 452-3207, beginning 
at approximately 5 p.m. two business 
days before this meeting, for a recorded 
announcement of bank and bank 
holding company applications scheduled 
for the meeting. 

Dated: January 10, 1986. 
James McAfee, 
Associate Secretary of the Board. 
[FR Doc. 86-872 Filed 1-10-86; 3:46 pm] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


2 
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 


TIME AND DATE: 10:00 a.m., Wednesday, 


January 15, 1986. 
PLACE: Room 532, (open); Room 540 
(closed) Federal Trade Commission 
Building, 6th Street and Pennsylvania 
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20580. 
STATUS: Parts of this meeting will be 
open to the public. The rest of the 
meeting will be closed to the public. 
MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: Portions 
Open to Public. ‘ 
{1) Ora! Argument concerning propriety of 
consumer redress in Orkin Exterminating 
Company, Inc. Docket No. 9176. 


Portions closed to the Public: 


(2) Executive Session to follow Oral 
Argument in Orkin Exterminating Company, 
Inc. Docket No. 9176. 


CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Susan B. Ticknor, Office 
of Public Affairs: (202) 523-1892} 
Recorded Message: (202) 523-3806. 
Emily H. Rock, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 86-855 Filed 1-10-86; 1:00 pm] 
BILLING CODE 6750-01-M 


3 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 


DATE: Weeks of January 13, 20, 27, and 
February 3, 1986. 


PLACE: Commissioners’ Conference 
Room, 1717 H Street, NW., Washington, 
DC. 


STATUS: Open and Closed. 
MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 
Week of January 13 


Tuesday, January 14 
10:00 a.m. : 
Briefing by GPU on TMI-2 Cleanup and 
TMI-1 Operational Experience (Public 
Meeting) 
2:00 p.m. 
Discussion of Management-organization 
and Internal Personnel Matters (Closed— 
Ex. 5, 6, & 7) 


Thursday, January 16 
2:00 a.m. 
Affirmation Meeting (Public Meeting} (if 
needed) 
Friday, January 17 
10:00 a.m. 
Discussion of Revisions to NRC Sunshine 
Act Regulations (Public Meeting) 
Week of January 20 
Tentative 


Tuesday, January 21 


2:00 a.m. 
Briefing on Status of Report of Task Force 
on Technical Specifications (Public 
Meeting) 


Wednesday, January 22 


10:00 a.m. 


Briefing on San Onofre and Status of 
Rancho Seco (Public Meeting) 
2:00 p.m. 
Discussion of Management/Organization 
and Internal Personnel Matters (Closed— 
Ex. 2 & 6) 
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Thursday, January 23 
10:00 a.m. 
Briefing by INPO (Public Meeting) 
2:00 p.m. 
Briefing by DOE on Monitored Retrievable 
Storage (Public Meeting) 
3:30 p.m. 
Affirmation Meeting (Public Meeting) (if 
needed) 


Friday, January 24 
9:30 a.m. 


Presentations by Participants on Proposed 
Amendments to Part 60 (Public Meeting) 


Week of January 27 
Tentative 

Monday, January 27 
2:00 a.m. 


Status Briefing on Fermi (Open/Portion 
may be Closed—Ex. 5 & 7) 


Tuesday, January 28 
10:00 a.m. 
Discussion/Possible Vote on 1986 Policy 
and Planning Guidance (Public Meeting) 
2:00 p.m. 
Discussion on Design Basis Threat 
(Closed—Ex. 1) 


Wednesday, January 29 
10:00 a.m. 

Discussion/Possible Vote on Full Power 
Operating License for Millstone-3 (Public 
Meeting) 

2:00 p.m. 

Discussion of Management/Organization 
and Internal Personnel Matters (Closed— 
Ex. 2 & 6) 

3:30 p.m. 

Affirmation Meeting (Public Meeting) (if 

needed) 


Week of February 3 
Tentative 
Wednesday, February 5 


2:00 a.m. 
Afirmation Meeting (Public Meeting) (if 

needed) . 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: Briefing on 
Event at Kerr-McGee Sequoyah Facility 
(Public Meeting) scheduled for January 
10. 
To verify the status of meetings call 
(recording)—(202) 634-1498 
CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Julia Corrado (202) 634— 
1410. 
Julia Corrado, 
Office of the Secretary. 
January 9, 1986. 
[FR Doc. 86-884 Filed 1-10-86; 4:01 pm] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


Office of Special Education and 
Rehabilitative Services 


Handicapped Special Studies Program; 
Final Annual Evaluation Priority 


AGENCY: Department of Education. 


ACTION: Noticeof Annual Evaluation 
Priority. 


SUMMARY: The Secretary announces an 
annual evaluation priority for 
cooperative agreements under the 
Handicapped Special Studies program. 


This priority has been selected to ensure | 


effective use of program funds and to 
meet the requirements included in 
sect:on 618(d) of the Education of the 
Handicapped Act. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: This final annual 
evaluation priority will take effect either 
45 days after publication in the Federal 
Register or later if Congress takes 
certain adjournments. If you want to 
know the effective date of this final 
annual priority, call or write the 
Department of Education contact 
person. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Susan Sanchez, Research Projects 
Branch, Division of Educational 
Services, Office of Special Education 
Programs, Department of Education, 400 
Maryland Avenue, SW. (Switzer 
Building, Room 3511—M/S 2313), 
Washington, DC 20202. Telephone: (202) 
732-1117. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Handicapped Special Studies program, 
authorized by Section 618 of Part B of 
the Education of the Handicapped Act, 
as amended, supports studies to 
evaluate the impact of the Act including 
States’ efforts towards the provision of a 
free appropriate public education to 
handicapped children (20 U.S.C. 1401, 
1411 et seg.). Section 618 of the Act 
requires that the results of these studies 
be included in the annual report 
submitted to the Congress by the 
Department. 

Under section 618{c) of the Act, as 
amended by the Education of the 
Handicapped Act Amendments of 1983, 
Pub. L. 98-199, the Secretary is expressly 
required to submit to the appropriate 
committees of each House of the 
Congress and publish in the Federal 
Register for review and comment 
proposed annual priorities for 
evaluations conducted under section 618 
of the Act. A State and local financing 
study mandated under Section 618(e)(2), 
as added by the Education of the 
Handicapped Act Amendments of 1983, 
was initiated in fiscal year 1984 and will 
be continued in fiscal year 1986. In fiscal 


year 1985, five priorities were 
announced of which four were contract 
awards. Those contracts will be 
supported for a second year in fiscal 
year 1986. 

A notice of proposed annual 
evaluation priorities was published in 
the Federal Register on August 1, 1985 at 
50 FR 31219, whith contained the 
following two proposed priorities for 
fiscal year 1986 awards under this 
program: 

(a) Educational Progress of 
Handicapped Students; 

(b) State Educational Agency/Federal 
Evaluation Studies Projects. 

The Secretary intends to award 
individual contracts to carry out the 
studies described under priority (a). 

Under the Department's procedure, 
requests for proposals for individual 
contracts are announced in the - 
Commerce Business Daily (see the 
Education Department General 
Administrative Regulations at 34 CFR 
75.4), and are not subject to Section 431 
of the General Education Provisions Act, 
which establishes procedures for 
promulgating rules and regulations that 
apply to the Department's programs. The 
priority described under (b), State 
Educational Agency/Federal Evaluation 
Studies Projects, has been selected as a 
final priority for cooperative agreements 
to be entered into by the Secretary and 
State educational agencies and, 
therefore, is included in this notice of 
final annual priority, in accordance with 
Section 431. 


Summary of Comments and Responses 


The public was given ninety days to 
comment on the two priorities. Two 
letters were received. Comments 
addressing proposed contractual 
activities will be considered when 
requests for proposals are developed. 
The comments relating to the priority on 
State Educational Agency/Federal 
Evaluation Studies and the 
Department's response are summarized 
below: 

Comment: One commenter 
recommended an evalaution study 
priority that would address the 
definitions of the categories, particularly 
the handicapping conditions, used in the 
existing data collection elements that 
are mandated under Pub. L. 98-199. 
Specifically, one commenter, with 
support from a second commenter, 
recommended that the definition of 
deaf/blind be studied and changed to 
more precisely describe the populations 
within the deaf/blind category. Also 
recommended by one commenter were 
studies to determine whether the 
category of multihandicapped should 
continue to be used. The commenter 


. 
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was particularly concerned with 
reliability and validity issues concerning 
data collection, and the expense in 
providing the data to the Federal 
government. 

Response: No change has been made. 
An existing contract is currently 
exploring the definition and 
categorization of specific handicapping 
conditions across a sampling of States. 


' This study includes both deaf/blind and 


multihandicapped. Therefore, the 
Secretary believes that no additional 
emphasis on this issue is required at this 
time. 
Priority 

State Educational Agency/Federal 
Evaluation Studies Projects. This 
priority supports evaluation studies to 
assess the impact and effectiveness of 
programs assisted under the Education 
of the Handicapped Act. Within this 
priority, studies are invited that address: 
(1) The impact and effectiveness of 
criteria used to determine eligibility and 
placement of students in various 
program options; (2) the impact and 
effectiveness of related services 
provided to handicapped students; or 

(3) the impact of graduation and 
competency test standards on the 
educational opportunities provided 
handicapped students. However, 
applications that meet the invitational 
priorities described in items (1)}-(3) do 
not receive a competitive preference 
over other applications that propose 
evaluation studies that assess the 
impact and effectiveness of programs 
assisted under the Education of the 
Handicapped Act. In accordance with 
section 618(d) of the Act, as added by 
the Education of the Handicapped Act 
Amendments of 1983, the Secretary. 
intends to enter into cooperative 
agreements with State educational 
agencies to carry out these studies. 


(20 U.S.C. 1418) 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Number 84.159; Handicapped Special Studies) 


Dated: January 9, 1986. 
William J. Bennett, 
_Secretary of Education. 
[FR Doc. 86-777 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4000-01-M 


Handicapped Special Studies Program: 
State Educational Agency/Federal 
Evaluation Studies; Application Notice 
for New Awards 


AGENCY: Department of Education. 


aAcTION: Application Notice for New 
Awards under the Handicapped Special 
Studies Program: State Educational 
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. Agency/Federal Evaluation Studies for 
Fiscal Year 1986. 


Programmatic and Fiscal Information 


The purpose of this notice is to invite 
applications for new projects under the 
Handicapped Special Studies Program: 
State Educational Agency/Federal 
Evaluations Studies authorized by 
Section 618(d) of the Education of the 
Handicapped Act. Under Section 
618(d)(1), the Secretary is authorized to 
enter into cooperative agreements with 
State educational agencies to assess the 
impact and effectiveness of programs 
assisted under the Education of the 
Handicapped Act (20 U.S.C. 1401, et 
seq.). 

The Secretary invites applications for 
evaluation studies that address the final 
priority published in this issue of the 
Federal Register. 

The Administration’s budget request 
for fiscal year 1986 does not include 
funds for State Educational Agency/ 
Federal Evaluation Studies Projects 
under the Handicapped Special Studies 
Program. However, applications are 
invited to allow sufficient time for their 
evaluation and for the completion of 
awards prior to the end of the fiscal year 
should funds for this program become 
available. 

If funds become available, it is 
estimated that approximately $1,100,000 
would be use for support of 10 
cooperative agreements, with the 
average award expected to be about 
$110,000. Award approval is for an 18- 
month period. 

These estimates do not bind the U.S. 
Department of Education to a specific 
number of grants or to the amount of 
any grant, unless that amount is 
otherwise specified by statute or 
regulations. 


Closing Date for Transmittal of 
Applications 


Applications for new awards must be 
mailed or hand delivered on or before 
March 14, 1986. 

Applications sent by mail must be 
addressed to the U.S. Department of 
Education, Application Control Center, 
Attention: CFDA No. 84.159, 400 


Maryland Avenue, SW., Washington, 
DC 20202. 

Each late applicant will be notified 
that its application will not be 
considered. 

Applications that are hand delivered 
must be taken to the U.S. Department of 
Education, Application Control Center, 
Room 3633, Regional Office Building #3, 
7th and D Streets SW., Washington, DC. 

The Application Control Center will 
accept hand-delivered applications 
between 8:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. 
(Washington, DC, time) daily, except 
Saturdays, Sundays, and Federal 
holidays. 


Applicable Regulations 


Regulations applicable to this program 
include the following: 

(a) The regulations governing the 
Handicapped Special Studies program 
(34 CFR Part 327). The final regulations 
for this program were published in the 
Federal Register on August 30, 1985 (50 
FR 35482). A Notice of Final Annual 
Evaluation Priority is published in this 
issue of the Federal Register. 

(b) The Education Department 
General Administrative Regulations 
(EDGAR) (34 CFR Parts 74, 75, 77, 78, 
and 79). 


Intergovernmental Review 


This program is subject to the 
requirements of the Executive Order and 
the regulations in 34 CFR Part 79. The 
objective of Executive Order 12372 is to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership 
and a strengthened federalism by 
relying on State and local processes for 
State and local government coordination 
and review of proposed Federal 
financial assistance. 

Immediately upon receipt of this 
notice, applicants that are governmental 
entities, including local educational 
agencies, must contact the appropriate 
State single point of contact to find out 
about, and to comply with, the State's 
process under the Executive Order. 
Applicants proposing to perform 
activities in more than one State should 
contact, immediately upon receipt of this 
notice, the single point of contact for 
each State and foliow the procedures 
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established in those States under the 
Executive Order. A list containing the 
single point of contact for each State is 
included in the application package for 
this program. 

In States that have not established a 
process or chosen this program for 
review, State, areawide, regional, and 
local entities may submit comments 
directly to the Department. 

‘All comments from State single points 
of contact and all comments from State, 
areawide, regional, and local entities 
must be mailed or hand delivered by 
May 13, 1986 to the following address: 

The Secretary, U.S. Department of 
Education, Room 4181, (CFDA Number: 
84.159), 400 Maryland Avenue, SW., 
Washington, DC 20202. 

PLEASE NOTE THAT THE ABOVE 
ADDRESS IS NOT THE SAME 
ADDRESS AS THE ONE TO WHICH 
THE APPLICANT SUBMITS ITS 
COMPLETED APPLICATION. DO NOT 
SEND APPLICATIONS TO THE 
ABOVE ADDRESS 


Application Forms 


Application forms and program 
information packages are expected to be 
available by January 17, 1986. These 
may be obtained by writing to the 
Research Projects Branch, Special 
Education Programs, U.S. Department of 
Education, 400 Maryland Avenue SW. 
(Switzer Building, Room 3511—M/S 
2313), Washington, DC 20202. 


FURTHER INFORMATION: For further 
information contact Susan Sanchez, 
Research Projects Branch, Special 
Education Programs, U.S. Department of 
Education, 400 Maryland Avenue, SW. 
(Switzer Building, Room 3511—M/S 
2313), Washington DC 20202. Telephone: 
(202) 732-1117. ! 

Program Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1418(d) 
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Number 84.159; Handicapped Special Studies 
Program) 

Dated: January 9, 1986. 

William J. Bennett, 

Secretary of Education. 

[FR Doc. 86-778 Filed 1-13-86; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4000-01-M 
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


40 CFR Parts 260, 261, 262, 264, 265, 
268, 270, and 271 


[SWH-FRL 2927-3] 


Hazardous Waste Management 
System: Land Disposai Restrictions 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 

ACTION: Proposed rule. 

SUMMARY: The Environmental Protection 
Agency is today proposing a framework 
for a regulatory program to implement 
the congressionally mandated land 
disposal prohibitions. These actions are 
responsive to amendments to the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA), enacted through the 
Hazardous and Solid Waste 
Amendments of 1984 (HSWAs) on 
November 8, 1984. 


This action proposes procedures to 
establish treatment standards for 
hazardous wastes, to grant nationwide 
variances from statutory effective dates, 
to grant extensions of effective dates on 
a case-by-case basis, and procedures by 
which EPA will evaluate petitions 
demonstrating that continued land 
disposal is protective of human health 
and the environment. 

In addition, EPA is proposing 
treatment standards and effective dates 
for the first classes of hazardous wastes 
to be evaluated under this framework: 
Certain dioxin-containing hazardous 
waste and solvent-containing hazardous 
waste. 


This proposal establishes the 
framework under which all hazardous 
wastes will be evaluated in accordance 
with the schedule (when issued as a 
final rule) that was proposed, as 
published in the Federal Register of May 
31, 1985 (50 FR 23250) and prohibits land 
disposal of certain dioxin- or solvent- 
containing wastes unless the treatment 
standards are achieved. The framework 
and treatment standards being proposed 
today do not apply to the disposal of 
hazardous wastes in underground 
injection wells. 

DATES: Comments on this proposed rule 
should be submitted on or before March 
17, 1986. 

Public hearings are scheduled as 
follows: 

1. February 4 & 5, 1986, 9:00 a.m. to 
4:30 p.m., Dallas, Texas. 

2. February 6 & 7, 1986, 9:00 a.m. to 
4:30 p.m., Washington, D.C. 

3. February 10 & 11, 1986, 9:00 a.m. to 
4:30 p.m., Chicago, Illinois. 

The meetings may be adjourned 
earlier if there are no remaining 


comments. Requests to present oral 
testimony must be received by 10 days 
before each public hearing. 


ADDRESSES: Comments on this proposed 
rule should be sent to Docket Clerk, _ 
ATTN: LDR-2, Office of Solid Waste 
(WH-562), U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, 401 M Street SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20460. The public 
docket is located in Rm. S-212 and is 
available for viewing from 9 a.m. to 4 
p.m., Monday through Friday, excluding 
legal holidays. The hearings will be held 
at the following locations: 


1. The Lincoln Hotel/Dallas, 5410 LBJ 
Freeway, Lincoln Center Dallas, Texas 
75240, (214) 934-8400 (toll free for 
reservations 800-228-0808). 


2. Department of Health and Human 
Services, North Auditorium, 330 
Independence Avenue SW., 
Washington, D.C. 


3. Sheraton International at O'Hare, 
6810 North Mannheim Road, Rosemont, 
Illinois 60018. 


A block of rooms has been reserved at 
the hotels in Chicago and Dallas for the 
convenience of individuals requiring 
lodging. Please make reservations 
directly with the hotel and refer to the 
EPA hearing. The hearings will begin at 
9 a.m. with registration at 8 a.m. and will 
run until 4:30 p.m. unless concluded 
earlier. Anyone wishing to make a 
statement at the hearing should notify, 
in writing, Ms. Geraldine Wyer, Public 
Participation Officer, Office of Solid 
Waste (WH-562), Environmental 
Protection Agency, 401 M Street SW.., 
Washington, D.C. 20460. Persons 
wishing to make oral presentations must 
restrict them to 15 minutes and are 
encouraged to have written copies of 
their complete comments for inclusion in 
the official record. 


To borrow (for copying) the computer 
tape containing the ground water and 
surface water modeling procedures 
contact: David Disney, Environmental 


‘Research Laboratory, Environmental 


Protection Agency, College Station 
Road, Athens, GA, 30613, (404) 546-5432 
or (404) 546-3123. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
For general information contact the 
RCRA Hotline, Office of Solid Waste 
(WH-562), Environmental Protection 
Agency, 401 M Street SW., Washington, 
D.C. 20460, (800) 424-9346 toll-free or 
(202) 382-3000. 


For information on specific aspects of 
this proposed rule contact: Susan 
Bromm, Office of Solid Waste (WH- 
562B), Environmental Protection Agency, 
401 M Street SW., Washington, D.C. 
20460, (202) 382-4770. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Format for Comments 


Because of the complexity of the rule 
that is being proposed today, and 
because of the deadline of November 8, 
1986, for a final rulemaking on this 
subject, the Agency is requesting that 
comments on the proposed rule be 
organized in a particular way. In 
suggesting a format for commentors, the 
Agency is not attempting to restrict the 
comments to specific topics, nor restrict 
the method of response, but is rather 
trying to focus comments to facilitate 
Agency review and analysis. This 
approach will also assure that 
comments are totally and adequately 
considered given the tight time 
constraints both on the public to 
comment on this proposal and on the 
Agency to develop and promulgate the 
necessary regulations with statutory 
timeframes. 

1. Overall Approach. We would first 
like comments on the overall approach 
taken in preparing the proposed rule, 
including: the use of screening levels; 
the proposed relationships between the 
screening levels, best demonstrated 
achieved technology determinations, 
and the petition process; and the 
desirability of performing a comparative 
risk assessment to compare the risks of 
land disposal with those of treatment 
technologies. 

2. Specific Components. In this 
section, we would like comments on 
specific components of the approach, 
including procedures for: 


—Calculating screening levels (e.g., the 
selection of the back calculation 
starting points, the appropriate risk 
levels for carcinogens in light of the 
other model assumptions, the 
assumptions and inputs to the back 
calculaticn models, and the use of a 
Monte Carlo analysis); 

—Selecting and identifying best 
demonstrated achievable 
technologies; 

—Conducting comparative risk 
assessments; 

—Establishing prohibition effective 
dates (e.g., making capacity 
determinations); 

—Granting case-by-case effective date 
extensions; 

—Evaluating petitions demonstrating 
that land disposal is protective of 
human health and the environment. 


3. Specific Decisions. In this section, 
we would like comments on the way in 
which particular determinations are 
made for solvent and dioxin-containing 
wastes using the framework, models and 
assumptions laid out in the rulemaking 
package. 
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4. Other. Finally, we solicit any 
comments not specifically covered in the 
previous groupings, including all these 
requested in the various units. of the 
proposal preamble. 

Preamble Outline 


I. Background 


A. Existing Land Disposal Standard 
B. Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments 
of 1984 
1. Solvents and Dioxins 
2. California List 
3. Scheduled Wastes 
4. Newly Listed Wastes 
C. Applicability 
1. Scope 
2. Exemption for Treatment in Surface 
Impoundments 
3. Applicability to Wastes Resulting from 
Remedia) and Response Actions. Faken 
Under the Comprehensive Environmental. 
Act of 1980 (CERCLA); 
I. Summary of Today's Proposaf 
A. Statutory Prohibitions on Land Disposal © 
and Section 3004{m) Treatment 
Standards 


C. Treatment Standards and Effective Dates 
for Solvents: 
1. Screening Levels/Liner Protection 
Threshold 


2. Best Demonstrated Achievable 
Technologies 
3. Proposed Section 3004{m} Treatment 
Standards 
4. Effective Dates 
D. Treatment Standards and Effective Dates 
for Dioxins 
1. Screening Levels 
2. Best Demonstrated Achievable 
T 


3. Proposed Section 3004{m)} Treatment 
Standards 
4. Effective Dates 
Ill. Detailed Analysis of Proposed Regulatory 


Framework 
A. Conceptual Approach to Establishing 
Screening Levels 
1. Back Calculation Starting Points 
a. Constituents of concern. 
b.. Chronic v acute effects. 
c.. Single constituent v mixtures 
d. Noncarcinegenic constituents. 


e. Carcinogenic constituents. 
f. Use of existing Agency health 
standards. 
g. Environmental effects lasaih. 
h. Apportionment of health limits. 
i. Use of population risk in selecting 
starting level. 
. Ground Water Back Calculation 
Procedare 
a. Intreduction. 
b. The HELP model. 
c. Fate and transport model. 
d. Model assumptions. 
3. Surface Water Back Cafeulation 
Procedure 
a. Introduction and objective. 


b. Pathways leading to contamination of 
surface water and exposure te humans: 
and the environment. 
c. Description of scenario: stages. 
; ementation. 

e. Equations describing transport and 
dilution processes. 

f. Advection, and chemical 
transformation:in stream. 

4. Air Back Calculation Procedure 
a. Introductiom. 
b. Air modeling. 
c. Volatization test procedure. 
d. Determination of distance to potential 
point of exposure. 
e. Timing of air component.. 

B. Determination of Best Demonstrated 

Achievable or Available Technologies 


and Performance 


1. Waste Treatability Subgroups 
2. ae of “Demonstrated” 


Technologies: 
3. Puture Critevia for “Available” 
Technologies 
a. or patented processes.. 
b. Treatment technologies that present 
greater total risks than land disposal 
methods. 
c. Substantial treatment. 
4. Identification of “Best’* Technologies: 
5. Dilution as: Treatment 
C. Comparative Risk Assessments: 
1. Relationship to: Proposed Framework 
2. Methodology 
a. General approach. 
b: Selection: of models. 
c. Discussion of methodology. 
3. Decision-Making Criteria 
4. Additional Regulation of Treatment 
Tech 
5. Results of Initial Comparative Risk. 
Analyses 
D. Application of Standards 
1. Leaching Procedure. 
2. Testing and Recordkeeping 
3. Facilities Operating Under a RCRA. 
Permit 
E. Determination. of Alternative Capacity and 
Ban Effective Dates 
1. Ban Effective Dates 
2. Regional and National Capacity 
3. The Nationwide Variance and the Case- 
By-Case Extension 
4. Determination of Capacity Requirements. 
by Waste Treatability Group 
5. Definition of Available Capacity 
6. Definition of Alternative Treatment 
Capacity 
7. Definition of Alternative Recovery and 
Disposal Capacity 
8. Calculation of Capacity 
a. Current surplus capacity. 
b. Planned capacity. 
9. Time to Develop Capacity and Length of 
Variance 
F. Case-By-Case Extensions 
1. Introduction 
2. Receipt of Application 
3. Length of the Case-By-Case Extension 
4. Demonstration Included in Applications 
a. Demonstration that alternative 
capacity is unavailable. 
b. Demonstration that sufficient capacity 
is being provided. 
c. Demonstration that lack of capacity is 
“beyond the control” of the applicant. 
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d. Demonstration of binding contractual 
commitment. 
e. Waste management and capacity 
during extension. 
f. Certification of application. 
5. Consultation With Affected States 
6. Notice of Initial! Determination 
7. Granting of Extension Approval 
8. Progress Reports and Revoking, the 
Extension 
G. Proposed Procedures. to Evaluate Petitions 
Demonstrating Land. Disposal to be 
Protective of Human. Health and. the 
Environment 
. Introduction 
. Performance Standard ~ 
a. “[No] migration... for as. long as the 
wastes remain hazardous.” 
2 Point of potential exposure: 
. [TJo a reasonable degree of 
paainiaine’: “tf 
d. Pathways. of migration 
e. Time frames. 
f. Consideratiom of artificial. barriers 
g. Environmental. effects 
h. “[H]azardous constituents.” 
i. “[D]ispesab unit or injection zone.” 
. Applicability of the Performance: 
Standard 
a. Landfills, surface impoundments, and 
waste piles. 
b. Land treatment units. 
c. Underground injection wells. 
d. Other methods of land! disposal: 
. Demonstration Components 
a. Waste analysis. 
b. Human exposure and risk assessment. 
c. Site characterization: 
d. Evaluation of performance of 
engineered systems. 
5. Request for Comments: 
H. Restrictions on the Storage of Waste That 
Is Prohibited from Land Disposal 


IV. Unit Specific Considerations 


A. Land Treatment 
1. Introduction 
2. Background! 
3. Proposed Approach for Land Treatment 
4. Request for Comments and Information 


V. Proposed Treatment Standards for 
Hazardous Wastes Containing Solvents 


A. Background 
1. Summary of Congressional Mandate— 
Land Disposat Restrictions of Selvents 
2. Description of the Solvent Listings 
B. Physical and Chemica! Characteristics of 
Solvents 
1. Solubility 
2. Vapor Pressure 
C. Characterization of Solvent Wastes 
1. Solvent Waste Characteristics 
2. Quantity of Solvents Currently Land’ 
Disposed 
D. EPA ll With the Land Disposal of 
Solvents 
1. Adverse Health Effects 
2. Solvent/Liner Interactions 
a. Interactions between solvents and 
flexible membrane liners (FMLs). 
b. Interactions between solvents and 
compacted soil liners. 
3. Mobitization of Other Hazardous 
Constituents 
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4. Volatilization of Solvents from Land 
Disposal Sites 
5. Contamination of Soil and Ground Water 
E. Screening Levels/Liner Protection 
Threshold 
1. Applicability of Screening Levels 
2. Derivation of the Liner Protection 
Threshold 
3. Applicability of the Liner Protection 
Threshold 
a. Toxic solvents. : 
b. Ignitable solvents (F003). 
F. Analysis of Treatment Technologies for 
Solvents and Determination of BDAT 
1. Applicable Treatment Technologies 
2. Demonstrated Treatment Technologies 
a. Steam and air stripping. 
b. Carbon adsorption. 
c. Distillation. 
d. Biological degradation. 
e. Incineration. 
f. Fuel substitution. 
3. Available Treatment Technologies 
a. Proprietary processes. 
b. Analysis of relative risks. 
. Determination of BDAT and Achievable 
Concentrations 
a. Analysis of performance data. 
b. Steam (and air) stripping. 
c. Carbon adsorption. 
d. Biological treatment. 
e. Combinations of wastewater treatment 
technologies. 
f. Distillation. 
g- Incineration. 
h. Fuel substitution. 
i. Request for comment. 
G. Comparison of BDAT and Screening 
Levels 
H. Determination of Alternative Treatment 
and Recycling Capacity for Solvents and 
Effective Dates 
1. Summary of Volumes of Wastes Land 
Disposal Annually 
2. Required Treatment of Recycling 
Capacity 
a. Solvent-water mixtures. 
_ b. Organic liquids. 
c. Organic sludges and solids. 
d. Inoganic sludges and solids. 
e. CERCLA wastes. 
f. Summary of capacity needs. 
3. Unused Capacity of Treatment and 
Recycling Facilities 
a. Capacity of wastewater treatment 
facilities. 


b. Capacity of incinerators and distillation. 


4. Comparison of Treatment and Recovery 
Demand with Unused Capacity 

5. Time Required to Develop Alternative 
Capacity 

6. Effective Date for Land Disposal 
Restrictions 

7. Acceptance of Applications for Case-by- 
Case Extensions 


VI. Proposed Treatment Standards for 
Dioxin-Containing Waste 


A. Introduction 

1. Summary of Congressional Mandate- 
Land Disposal Restrictions of Dioxin- 
Containing Hazardous Wastes 

2. Description of the Dioxin-Containing 
Hazardous Waste Listing 

3. Summary of Regulations Affecting Land 
Disposal of Dioxin-Containing Wastes 


4. Quantity of Dioxin-Containing Waste 
Generated 
5. EPA Concerns with Land Disposal of 
Dioxin-Containing Wastes 
6. Contamination of Soil, Groundwater, and 
Streams 
B. Screening Levels for the Constituents of 
Cencern in the Listed Dioxin-Containing 
Wastes 
C. Analysis of Treatment Technologies for 
Dioxin-containing Wastes and 
Determination of BDAT 
1. Applicable Treatment Technologies 
a. Technologies under evaluation: 
b. Current research: 
c. Technologies in conceptual or 
developmental phase: _ 
2. Demonstrated Technologies for Dioxin- 
Containing Wastes 
3. Analysis of Relative Risk 
4. Determination of BDAT 
D. Comparison of BDAT and Screening 
Levels and Establishment of Treatment 
Standards 
1. Comparison of BDAT and Screening 
Levels 
2. Treatment Standard for Dioxin- 
Containing Wastes 
E. Determination of Alternative Capacity and 
Ban Effective Dates 
1. Required Alternative Capacity for 
Dioxin-Containing Wastes 
2. Treatment Disposal and Recovery 
Capacity Currently Available 
3. Time to Develop Capacity 
4. Land Disposal Restriction Effective Date 
F. Request for Comments 


Vil. California List r 


VII. Relationship of the Part 268 Land 
Disposal Restrictions Provisions to Other 
RCRA Statutory and Regulatory 
Requirements 


A. Relationship to Other Statutory Ban 
Provisions 

B. Relationship to Hazardous Waste 
Identification Regulations 

C. Relationship to 40 CFR Parts 264 and 265 
Standards 


IV. State Authority 


A. Applicability of Rules in Authorized States 
B. Effect on State Authorizations 
C. State Implementation 


X. Implementation of the Part 268 Land 
Disposal Restrictions Program 


XI. Regulatory Requirements 


A. Executive Order 12291 
1. Cost and Economic Impact Methodology 

a. Baseline population and practices. 
b. Development of costs. 
c. Economic impact analysis 
methodology. 
d. Small business impact analysis 
methodology. 

. Costs and Economic Impacts 
a. Total national costs and economic 
impacts for all RCRA-regulated wastes. 
b. Total costs and economic impacts for 
solvent wastes. 
c. Total costs and economic impacts for 
dioxin wastes. 

. Cost Analysis of Petitions 
a. Introduction. 
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b. Methodology. 
c. Limitations of the analysis. 
d. Results, 
4. Review of Supporting Documents an?’ 

Request for Public Comments 
a. Review of supporting documents. 
b. Request for public comments. 

B. Regulatory Flexibility Act 

C. Paperwork Reduction Act 


XII. References 


Xiil. List of Subjects in 40 CFR Parts 260, 261, 
262, 264, 265, 268, 270, and 271 : 


I. Background 
A. Existing Land Disposal Standard 


On October 21, 1976, Congress 
enacted the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) to protect human 
health and the environment and to 
conserve material and energy resources. 
In Subtitle C of the Act, EPA is directed 
to promulgate regulations that identify 
hazardous waste and to regulate 
generators and transporters of 
hazardous waste and facilities that 
treat, store, or dispose of hazardous 
waste. 

Since 1980, EPA has issued a number 
of regulations implementing these 
congressional mandates. The Agency 
has listed under 40 CFR Part 261, more 
than 400 wastes as hazardous wastes 
and employs characteristic tests to 
identify other wastes as hazardous 
based upon the properties of ignitability, 
corrosivity, reactivity, and the toxicity 
of specific chemical constituents 
identified in waste extracts (leachates). 
Standards have been issued under 40 
CFR Parts 262 and 263 for hazardous 
waste generators and transporters, 
requiring generators and transporters to 
comply with, among other things, a 
manifest system intended to track the 
movement of hazardous wastes from 
“cradle to grave.” 

EPA has also promulgated extensive 
regulations governing the design, 
operation, and care of facilities used to 
treat, store or dispose of hazardous 
wastes under 40 CFR Parts 264 and 265. 
Standards governing existing “interim 
status” facilities prior to permitting were 
promulgated on May 19, 1980 under 40 
CFR Part 265, requiring, among other 
things, that owners or operators of land 
disposal facilities install ground water 
monitoring wells and conduct periodic 
sampling and testing of underlying 
ground water: On July 26, 1982, EPA 
promulgated extensive permitting 
standards applicable to new and 
existing hazardous waste treatment, 
storage, and disposal facilities under 40 
CFR Part 264. These standards require, 
among other things, that owners and 
operators of land disposal facilities 
monitor ground water and, if 
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comtamination from the facility is 
detected, conduct corrective action. ir 
addition, a number .of engineered. 


controls are required-such as.run:omamd: 


runoff controls amd cape at facihity<. : 
closure. New units and expansions of - 
existing units are required to have liners 
and leachate collection systems. Liners 
must exhibit the necessary properties of: 
strength, thickness, and waste 
compatibility to prevert systerm faikere 
or migration of contaminants through 
the liner. The leachate collection and 
removal system must also-be able to. 
withstand chemical attack from the 
waste or leachate. Requirements also” 
apply to closure of units and the pest- 
closure care period: Financial 
assurances are required to ensure that 
adequate resources are available to 
meet the requirements for closure and - 
post-closure’care. - ~ 

In addition to these regulations, _EPA 
has also restricted the land disposal of © 
certain hazardous wastes. Previously __ 
issued restrictions dealt with two broad 
classes of problems: (1} Fires, a 
explosions, production of taxic fumes, 
and similar problems resulting fram 
improper marlagement ( af ignitable, 
reactive, and i wastes; and 
(2) contamination of surface and ground 
waters. The Agency has promulgated 
requirememts specifically designed to — 
prevent these problems (see, for 
example, 40 CFR 264.312, 266.312,: _ 
264.313, 265.313, 264.314, amd 265.314) by 
conditionally restricting the land 
disposal of ignitable, reactive,  _ 
incompatible, and liquid wastes. For 
example, ignitable and reactive wastes 
may not be placed im a land disposal 
facility: (i) Unless the waste is treated, 
rendered, or mixed before or 
_ immediately after placement sa that the 
resulting waste, mixture, or dissokstion 
of material no longer meets the ; 
definition of reactive or ignitable or (ii) 
under § 264.342, for ignitable wastes im 
landfills, umless containerized and 
protected from materials or conditions 
that might cause them te ignite. re 
Incompatible wastes may not be pageeet 
in the same land disposal unit unless 
precautions are taken to: preveat 
reactions that threaten human health 
and the environment under § 264.313. 


containerized liquid waste, or waste 
containing free liquids im landfills. These 
regulations provided that the landfill 
disposal of bulk liquid wate would be — 
prohibited unless the unit had a liner ~ 
and leachate: 

These regulations also provided that 

bulk liquid waste could be landfilled if 


treated or stabilized before disposal so | 
that free liquids are no longer present... 


- These regulations have now beem 


superseded by the HSWA, which bans 
the placement im landfills of bulk or-non- 


containerized liquid hazasdous. waste or 

‘ free liquids contained! im hazardous - .-. 

‘ waste (§ 264.334(b)). Existing regulations 
-under § 264.314(d) alse provide that - 


containerized liquid waste Oe neu be 


 Tandfilled unless all free-standing liquid 


is removed or mixed with absorbent or 


: Solidified se that free-standing liquid is 


no longer observed. 


B. Hazardous and Solid Waste 
Amendments of 1984 


'. The Hazardous and Solid Waste 
Amendments of 1984 (HSWA), enacted 
on November 8, 1984, impose substantial 


_ new responsibilities on these who 


handle hazardous waste. Im particular, - 
the amendments focus on the land’ 
disposal of hazardaus. wastes. 
Recognizing that land disposal _ 


technology cannot guarantee: perpetual re, 


containment of all waste constituents, . . 
Congress has, added provisions: ee 


_ to minimize reliance on land disposal. 
. For example, as noted above, Congress” 
. has impesed additional bans and 


limitations on placement of liquids in 
landfills. Effective May & 1985, the 
direct placement of any bulk or non- 
containerized liquid hazardous waste in 
landfills has been prohibited. This 
provision applies regardless of the - 
presence of liners or leachate: 
collection{removal systems or the 
addition of absorbents (RCRA section 
3004(c)(1), 42 U.S.C. 6924(c)(1)J. EPA is 


_ directed to promulgate regulations by = - 
_ February 8.1986, that‘minimize the — 
_ disposal in landfills of containerized 


liquid hazardous waste, and minimize 
the presence of free liquids in 


. conatinerized liquid waste. The statute 
' also directs that these regulati 


ons 
prohibit the disposal in landfills of 
liquids that have been absorbed in 
materials that biodegrade or release the 
liquids when compressed (RCRA section 
3004{c)(2), (42 U.S.C: 6924{c)}{2]};. 
Effective Navember 8, 1985, disposal of 
non-hazardous liquids in landfills is 
prohibited (RCRA section 3004{c]f3}, 42 
U.S.C. 6934{c}(3}}. Congress has also 
added new technical requirements for 
land disposal facilities, suck such as 
requirements for double liners and 
leachate collection systesm (RCRA 
section 3004{o}, (42. U.S.C. €934fo}}, and 
additiona! corrective action. . 
requirements (RCRA section 2004s and 
(vh 42. U.S.C. 6934fw}, and (w}h. - 
Amendments to sectior: 3004 of RCRA 
(42 ee eee the 


- continued land disposal of 


wastes beyond specified — 


1608" r 


’ establishing a strong statutory 
_ presumption against such land disposal. 


In its enactment of HSWA, Congress 
stated explicitly that “reliance on land — 
disposal should be mimimizedor, ...: 


- eliminated, and land disposal, 


particularly landfill and surface © 
impoundment, should be the least: - 


~~ favored method for managing hazardous 


wastes” (RCRA section 1O02{b}(7}, 42 
U.S.C. 6808fb}(7})- 

The amendments specify that EPA _ 
may rot find that 2 land disposal 
method is “protective” unlese a 
petitioner demonstrates to the 
Administrator “to a reasonable degree 
of certainty, that there will be no 


_ migration of hazardous constituents 


from the disposa} unit or injection zone 
for as long as the wastes remain 
hazardous” (RCRA section 3004 (d}f7}, 
(e)}(1), (git). 2US.€. oe28 (a }{t), teltt. 
(g)(5}¥ * 

However, wastes that meet the 
treatment standards established by EPA 
are not subject to tand disposal 
prohibitions. The statute requires EPA to 
set “tevels or methods of treatment, if 
any, which substantialfy diminish the 
toxicity of the waste or substantially - 
reduce the likelihood of migration of 
hazardous constituents from the waste 


so that short-term and long-term threats 


to human health and the environment 
are minimized” (RCRA section 3004(mJ, 
42 U.S.C. 6924(m}}. In setting treatment 
standards for a waste, whether it is a 
listed or characteristic waste, EPA may 
subdivide the waste and impose 
different standards on the subdivided 
wastes. Thus, for example, for a specific 


_ waste code (e.g, F001, Da02, etc}, EPA 
. may set more than one treatment - - 


standard based on factors such as the 

physical form of the waste. 
Land dispesal prohibitions. are 

effective immediately upon 


- promulgation unless the Agency sets 
’ another effective date based on the: 


earliest date on which adequate 
alternative treatment, recovery, OF ' 


. .disposal capacity which protects human 


health and the environment will be 
available (RCRA section (h}f2}, 42 U.S.C. 
6924(h}{2}} EPA may also establish 
different effective dates for different 
physical or chemical forms of a waste. 
(Vol. 130 Cong. Rec. S1381&, (daily ed. 
Oct. 5, 1984} However, these effective 
date variances may not exceed 2 years 
beyond the applicable statutory 
deadline. 

In addition, two 1-year’ case-by-case 
extensions may be granted when an 
applicant demanstrates to the . 
Administratos that there is.a binding - 
contractual commitment te constract or 
otherwise prowide abtermative capacity 
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but, due to circumstances beyond the 
control of the applicant, such alternative 
capacity cannot reasonably be made 
available by the effective date (RCRA 
section 3004(h){3), 42 U.S.C. 6924{h)(3)). 

For the purposes of the land disposal 
restrictions program, the legisiation 
specifically defines land disposal to 
include, but not be limited to, any 
placement oif hazardous waste in a 
landfill, surface impoundment, waste 
pile, injection well, land treatment 
facility, salt dome or salt bed formation, 
or underground mine or cave (RCRA 
section 3004{k), 42 U.S.C. 6924{k)). 

Congress has also prohibited the 
storage of any hazardous waste that is 
subject to a prohibition from one or 
more methods of land disposal unless 
“such storage is solely for the purpose of 
the accumulation of such quantities of 
hazardous waste as are necessary to 
facilitate proper recovery, treatment or 
disposal” (RCRA section 3004(j), 42 
U.S.C. 6924{j)). The legislative history 
accompanying this provision indicates 
that “the purpose of this amendment is 
to avoid the potential problem of waste 
generators, handlers, or disposers 
utilizing ‘sham’ storage to avoid a 
prohibition on the disposal of a 
particular waste from one or more 
methods of disposal” (Vol. 129 Cong. 
Rec. H8139 (daily ed. Oct. 6, 1983), 
section-by-section analysis of Breaux 
amendment). This provision is discussed 
in more detail in Unit IIH of this 
preamble. 

Congress has also provided a 
conditional exemption from land 
disposal prohibitions for the treatment 
of wastes in a surface impoundment, 
provided that treatment residues that 
are hazardous are removed within one 
year of the entry of the waste into the 
impoundment (RCRA section 
3005(j)(11)(B), 42 U.S.C. 6925(j)(11)(B)). In 
addition, section 3005(j)(11)(A) requires 
that such impoundments meet certain 
technological requirements, subject only 
to limited exemptions. This provision is 
discussed in more detail in Unit I.C.2 of 
this preamble. 

The legislation sets forth a series of 
deadlines for Agency action. At certain 
deadlines, further land disposal of a 
particular group of hazardous wastes is 
prohibited unless the Agency has set a 
treatment standard that minimizes 
threats to human health and the 
environment. In such cases, if EPA has 
not established treatment standards by 
the applicable statutory date, land 
disposal of the affected wastes will be 
allowed only if.the Agency finds that.a 
case-specific petition successfully 
demonstrates that there will be no 
migration of hazardous constituents 
from a disposal unit for as long as the 


waste remains hazardous. Other ° - 
deadlines cause conditional restrictions 
on land disposal to take effect if 
treatment standards have not been 
promulgated. However, in any case 
where EPA does not set a treatment 
standard for a waste by the statutory 
date, it is not precluded from later 
promulgating a treatment standard for 
that waste. Likewise, where EPA has'set 
a treatment standard, it is not precluded 
from revising that standard after the 
statutory date through rulemaking 
procedures. The relevant statutory 
deadlines are explained in detail in the 
following units. 


i Solvents and Dioxins 


Effective November 8, 1986, the 
statute prohibits further disposal (except 
with respect to underground injection 
into deep injection wells) for the . 
following wastes: 

Dioxin-containing hazardous wastes 
numbered F020, F021, F022, F023, F026, 
F027, and F028 ' and solvent-containing 
hazardous wastes.numbered.F001, F002, 
F003, F004, and F005. (RCRA 3004 (e){1), 
(e)(2), 42 U.S.C. 6924 (e)(1), (e)(2).) 

If EPA fails to set treatment standards 
for solvents and dioxins by the statutory 
deadline such wastes are prohibited 
from land disposal (other than in 
injection wells, where the applicable 
statutory deadline is August 8, 1988), 
other than those wastes and sites for 
which a petitioner has successfully 
demonstrated that land disposal is 
protective of human health and the 
environment. 


2. California List 


Effective July 8, 1987 (32 months from 
November 8, 1984), the statute prohibits 
disposal (except with respect to 
underground injection into deep 
injection wells) for the following wastes, 
listed or identified under section 3001 2: 

a. Liquid hazardous wastes, including 
free liquids associated with any solid or 
sludge, containing free cyanides at 
concentrations greater than or equal to 
1,000 mg/1. 

b. Liquid hazardous wastes, including 
free liquids associated with any solid or 
sludge, containing the following metals 
{or elements) or compounds of these 
metals (or elements) of concentrations 


’ As discussed in Unit V1.A.1, the final dioxin 
rulemaking (50 FR 1978, January 14, 1978) added 
three more waste codes, F026, F027 and F028. The 
additional waste codes are a result of a 
reorganization and do not represent a substantive 
departure from the proposed rule. 

® This list is based on regulations developed by 
the California Department of Health Services for 
hazardous waste land disposal restrictions in the 
state of California. Thus it has become known as 
the “California List.” 
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greater than or equal to those specified 
below: 

i. Arsenic-and/or compounds (as As) 
500 mg/I; 

ii. Cadmium and/or compounds (as 
Cd) 100 mg/1; 

iii. Chromium (VI and/or compounds 
(as Cr VI)) 500 mg/1; 

iv. Lead and/or compounds (as Pb) - 
500 mg/1; 

v. Mercury and/or compounds (as Hg) 
20 mg/l; , 
_ vi. Nickel and/or compounds (as Ni) 
134 mg/l]; 

vii. Selenium and/or compounds (as 
Se) 100 mg/1; 

viii. Thallium and/or compounds (as 
Th) 130 mg/l. 

c. Liquid hazardous wastes having a 
PH less than or equai 4 ‘1.0, 

d. Liquid hazardous wastes containing 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) at 
concentrations greater than or equal to 
50 ppm. 

e. Hazardous wastes containing 
halogenated organic compounds in total 
concentration greater than or equal to 
1,000 mg/kg. (RCRA section 3004(d)(1) 
and (2), 42 U.S.C. 6924(d) (1) and (2)). 

If EPA fails to set treatment standards 
for the California List by July 8, 1987, 
such wastes are prohibited from land 
disposal at the levels indicated (other 
than in injection wells, where the 
applicable statutory deadline is August 
8, 1988), other than for those wastes and 
sites for which a petitioner has 
successfully demonstrated that land 
disposal is protective of human health 
and the environment. 

During the period ending November 8, 
1988 (48 months from November 8, 1984), 
disposal of contaminated soil or debris 
resulting from a response action taken 
under section 104 or 106 of the 
Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act of 1980 (CERCLA) (Superfund), or a 
corrective action required under RCRA, 
is not subject to any land disposal 
prohibition or treatment standard for 
solvent- and dioxin-containing wastes 
and wastes covered by the California 
List. (RCRA section 3004 (d){3), (e)(3), 42 
U.S.C. 6924 (d)(3), (e)(3)). 

Decisions on disposal restrictions for 
deep well injection of dioxin-containing 
hazardous wastes, solvent-containing 
hazardous wastes, and California List 
wastes must be made no later than 
August 8,4988 (45 months from 
enactment). (RCRA section 3004(f), 42 
U.S.C. 6924(f)). 


3. Scheduled Wastes 


Section 3004(g) of RCRA (42 U.S.C. 
6924(g)) also requires the Agency to set 
a schedule for making land disposal _- 
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restriction decisions for all hazardous 
wastes listed, as of November 8, 1984, 
under section 3001.which are not 
referred to under the Units I.B. 1 and 2 
headings, “‘Solvents.and: Dioxins” and 
“California List.” EPA is required to 
submit this schedule to Congtess by 
November 8, 1986. 

Section 3004{g)(2) (42 US.C. 
6924(g)(2)) requires that the schedule-be 
based on a ranking of the listed 
hazardous wastes which considers their 
intrinsic hazards and their volume such 
that decisions regarding the land 
disposal of high volume hazardous 
wastes with high intrinsic hazard shall 
be scheduled first and iow volume 
wastes with lower intrinsic hazard shall 
be scheduled last. 

Section 3004{g)(4) (42 U.S.C. 
6924(g)(4)) requires EPA to make 
determinations on land disposal __ 
prohibitions within the following time 
frames: 

a. At least one-third of all ranked 
hazardous wastes by August 8, 1988 (45 
months from November 8, 1984). 

b. At least two-thirds of all ranked 
hazardous wastes by June 8, 1989 (55 
months from November 8, 1984). 

c. For all remaining ranked hazardous 
wastes and for all hazardous wastes 
identified by.characteristic under 
section 3001 by May 8, 1990 (66 months 
from November 8, 1984). 

EPA issued the proposed schedule, as 
published in the Federal Register of May 
31, 1985 (50 FR 23250), and expects to 
issue it as a final rule prior to November 
8, 1986. 

If EPA fails to set treatment standards 
by the statutory deadline for any 
hazardous waste in the first-third or 
second-third of the schedule, such 
hazardous wastes may be disposed in a 
- landfill or surface impoundment only if 
the facility is in compliance with the 
technology requirements set forth in 
section 3004(0) of RCRA (42 U.S.C. 
6924(o)).? Moreover, prior to disposal, 
the generator must certify to the 
Administrator that he has investigated 
the availability of treatment capacity 
and has determined that the use of such 
landfill or surface impoundment is the 
only practical alternative to treatment 
currently available to him. These 
conditions apply until EPA promulgates 
regulations establishing treatment 
standards for the waste concerned. If 
EPA fails to set treatment’standards for 
any of the scheduled listed wastes by 
May 8, 1990, all such wastes are 


3 In this situation, placement of such wastes in © 
other types of land disposal units (e.g.. deep 
injection wells), would not be precluded by 

operation of 3004(g)(6)). See Vol. 130 Cong. Rec. 
$9192 (daily ed. July 25, 1984). 


prohibited from land disposal unless | 
EPA grants a case-by-case petition.* 


4. Newly Listed Wastes 


The land disposal prohibitions apply 
to all hazardous wastes identified: or 
listed under section 3001 as of the.date 
of enactment of the HSWA. EPA is. 
required to make land disposal 
prohibition determinations for any 
hazardous waste identified or listed 
under section 3001 after November 8, 
1984, within 6 months of the date of 
identification or listing (RCRA section 
3004(g)(4), 42 U.S.C. 6924(g)(4)). The 
statute does not impose an automatic 
prohibition if EPA misses a deadline for 
any newly listed or identified waste. 


C. Applicability 
1. Scope 


Pursuant to section 3004(k) of RCRA, 
land disposal is defined (for purposes of 
the land disposal restrictions regulatory 
program) as including, but not being 
limited to, any placement of hazardous 
waste in landfill, surface impoundment, 
waste pile, injection well, land © 
treatment facility, salt dome formation, 
salt bed formation, or underground mine 
or cave. Under this statutory definition, 
waste management techniques 
considered as storage or treatment are 
subject to restriction if they involve 
placement of hazardous waste in or on 
the land. Thus, the restrictions program 
applies to units such as “storage” waste 
piles (including enclosed waste piles), 
and “storage” or “storage and 
treatment” surface impoundments. (The 
legislation does provide a conditional 
exemption for treatment in surface 
impoundments, see discussion in Unit 
1.C.2.) The definition of.land disposal is 
not being limited to placement in the 
types of units specifically identified in 
section 3004(k). EPA is proposing 
specifically to include open detonation 
and placement in concrete vaults or 
bunkers intended for disposal purposes 
as methods of waste management 
subject to land disposal restrictions. 
This interpretation is consistent with 
EPA's existing policy to consider such 
practices as storage or disposal in the 
land and is also consistent with the 
overall intent of Congress in enacting 
this provision. 


* An automatic prohibition is not imposed for 
hazardous wastes “identified” under section 3001 if 
EPA misses the May 8, 1990, deadline for setting 
treatment standards. “Identified” wastes are wastes 
defined as hazardous betause they meet one or 
more of the general hazardous characteristic tests in 
40 CFR 261.21 through 261.24, rather than wastes 
“listed” as hazardous in 40 CFR 261.30 through 
261.33 because they contain one‘or more specified 
hazardous constituents. For further discussion of 
this point, see 50 FR 23252. 
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The Agency interprets the restrictions 
on land disposal to apply prospectively, 
that is, to placement of hazardous 
wastes in or on the land after the 
effective date of a restriction. Thus, © 
wastes placed in land disposal units 
prior to the effective date of a restriction 
do not have to be removed or exhumed 
for treatment. Similarly, the Agency 
interprets the restrictions on storage of 
prohibited wastes to apply 
prospectively, i.e:, storage restrictions 
apply only to wastes placed in storage 
after the effective date of an applicable 
Jand disposal restriction. However, if 
wastes are removed from either storage 
or a land disposal unit, subsequent 
placement in or on the land after an 
applicable effective date would be 
subject to restriction and treatment 
requirements. For example, hazardous 
wastes that were placed in storage in an 
impoundment or waste pile prior to an 
applicable effective date that are later 
removed generally would be banned 
from subsequent land disposal after the 
effective date unless the wastes met 
applicable treatment standards or were 
the subject of a successful petition. 
Likewise, waste placed in storage in a 
tank or container prior to an applicable 
effective date must meet applicable 
treatment standards or be the subject of 
a successful petition before any 
subsequent land disposal after the 
effective date. 

The regulatory framework and 
resultant section 3004(m) treatment 
standards proposed today do not apply 
to the disposal of hazardous wastes 
through underground injection wells. 
Although injection wells are included in 
the statutory definition of land disposal, 
Congress established later deadlines 
and, for some wastes, employed 
different language, in directing EPA to 
restrict hazardous wastes from disposal 
through underground injection wells. 
Therefore, § 268.1(c} exempts disposal of 
hazardous wastes in injection wells 
from the requirements being proposed 
today. The Agency’s plan for addressing 
restrictions on the disposal of hazardous 
waste in deep injection wells will be 
addressed in a later notice. 

Under today’s proposal, the 
conditional exemption from the 4 
requirements of Parts 262 through 265 for 
hazardous waste from small quantity 
generators (see 261.5) would be 
extended to include these proposed Part 
268 requirements. Under existing 261.5, a 
small quantity gerierator is one who 
generates less than 1000 kg of hazardous 
waste in a calendar month. The 
conditions of exemption from the © 
requirements of Parts 262 through 265 
vary according to the generator’s 
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generation and accumulation rates and. 
also vary depending upon whether or 
not the generated waste is.an acutely 
hazardous waste. 


[Note. sess simepiiaiaaidintnsndaibaitia 
subject to full regulation when generated or 
accumulated in quantities .as little as 4 ied; 


On August 1, 7985, the Agency 
proposed to redefine, in 261.5, am: 
quantity generator as one who generates 
less than 100 kg of hazardous waste in a 
calendar month. §n se doing, the Agency 
proposed to remove hazardous waste 
from generaters of greater than 100 kg 
but jess than 1000 kg in a calendar 
month from the conditional exemption 
from the requirements of Parts 262 
through 265 contained in existing 261.5. 
If, in the final rule, the Agency 
promulgates the August 1, 1985, 
preposed redefinition of small quantity 
generator, hazardous waste from 
generators of between 100-1000 ke/ 


2. Exemption for Treatment in Surface 
Impoundments 


The land disposal restrictions arrived 
at through the regulatory framework 
propesed today do not apply to wastes 
that are treated in surface 
impoundments under certain conditions 
as indicated in § 268.4{e). Section 
3005{j)(11)(B) provides that a waste that- 


impoundment as long as treatment 
residues that are hazardous are removed 
within 1 year of the entry of the waste 
into the surface impoundment. EPA 
interprets this provision to apply to both 
permitted and interim status surface 
impoundments used for the treatment of 
wastes. 

This provisien does not apply to 
wasies that have already been 
pretreated in accerdance with 
requiremenis established under section 
3064{m) or exempted from the ban 
through the petition process..Such 
wastes would no longer be considered 
“prohibited” wastes and, accerdingly, 
may be given additional treatment ina 
surface impoundment without complying 
with the restrictions imposed by section 
3005({j}{11}{B)}. EPA believes that this 
interpretation of subparagraph {B) is the 
only interpretation that is consistent 
with the language of sections 3004 and 
3005 and with the legislative history to 
section 3005{j}{14). The Agency 
considered whether subparagraph {B) 
could be construed to apply additional 
requirements to wastes that have 
already been treated by methods or to 
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levels required under section 3004{m). 
However, section 3004{m)({2) provides 
that a waste which has been treated in 
accerdance with section 3004{m} is no 
longer jand disposal.® 
Therefere, such a waste cannot be * 
deemed to be a “hazardous waste which 
is prohibited" under section 
3005(j)(11)(B). 

EPA aiso considered whether section 
3005{j}(11)(B) could be construed to 
apply to surface impoundments that 
accept hazardous wastes that have been 
determined to be protective of human 
health and the environment when land 
disposal in accordance with a petition 
demanstration pursuant to section 3004 
(d), fe}. or (g}. However, like a waste 
treated under section 3004{m}, a waste 
for which a successful petition 
demonstration has been made is ‘no 
longer prohibited from land disposal and 
therefore could be given additional 
treatment in the surface impoundment 
without complying with the restrictions 
imposed by section 3005({j){11}(B).* 

Section 3005{j)(11)([B) applies te 
wastes that are banned from any 
method of land disposal, not just 
disposal in surface impoundments. Thus, 
if EPA were to ban a waste from 
disposal in landfills, but not surface 
impoundments, that waste nevertheless 
would be prohibited from treatment in a 
surface impoundment unless the 
treatment residues that are hazardous 
were removed within 1 year as required 
by the statute. 

EPA does not construe the language of 
section 3005{j){11){B) requiring removal 
of “treatment residues which are 
hazardous” to mean that such residues 
must be delisted in erder to avoid the 
removal requirement. Rather, the 
Agency interprets the term “residues _ 
which are hazardous” in this context to 
refer to any fractions of a waste {liguid, 
semi-solid, or solid) that. do not meet 
treatment standards established under 
section 3004{m).or that have not been 
exempted from the ban through the 
ae process. The Agency interprets 

nent management” as waste 
onus other than in an 
impoundment. EPA believes that 
Congress did net intend for 
subparagraph (B) to autherize the 
perpetual management of prohibited 
wastes in surface impoundments. 


* Section 3004{m)(2) states that “if . . . hazardous 
waste hes been treated to the level or by a method 
specified in regulations under this subsection, such 
waste.or zesidue thereof shall not be stibject to any 
prohibition promulgated under subsection {d). {e). 
(f). ar4g).” 

® Section 3004 {dj fe}. and (g} provide that if the 
Administrator accepts a petition demonstration for 
a waste, he has determined ‘that “the prohibition on 

. . land disposal of such waste isnot required.” 
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Section 3005{j)(11}(B) does not appear 
to require that treatment impoundments 
necessarily be drained in orderto | 
remove treatment residues. This 
interpretation is supported by the 
following-quote from the tegistative 
history of the amendments: 

Section 3005{j)(11}{B) “does not apply to 
those wastes which have'been subject to the 
pretreatment of {sic} detoxification 
requirements established by ‘the 
administrator under section 3004(m): 

Remova! of hazardous treatment residues 
does notinecessarily require complete 
drainage of the impoundment, and in 
appropriate cases can be carried out by 
vacuum or mechanical devices which remove 
concentrated bottom sludges.” (Vol. 130 
Cong. Rec. $13815 (daily ed. October 5, 1984).) 


In the case where the hazardous 
“residue” is a supernatant liquid, that 
residue may be removed by pumping. 
The two general methods available for 
removing residues with a lower, water 
content ane excavation and dredging. 
The technique used depends upon such 
variables as surface impoundment 
design characteristics {e-g., shape, 
surface area, depth, presence of liner, 
type of liner}, waste characteristics 
(quantity and type), and accessibility of 
the impoundment. 

Excavation is sometimes used to 
remove solids, thickened sludges, and 
other materials that have a low water 
content. Excavations may be performed 
using draglines, backhoes, or bulldozers. 
Excawalien techniques are generally 
more appropriate for smafl 
Pannen and, for some methods, 

the impoundment must be drained. 
Excavation is generally more useful for 
non-acutely hazardous and less aqueous 
sludges. Seme of the excavation 
methods may pose a greater risk of 
damaging liners during the removal 
process fhan some of the dredging 
techniques. 

Dredging techniques are more 
commonly used for removal of residues 
with a higher water content fe.g., liquid, 
slurry, or semi-solid). These techniques 
are generally appropriate for all sizes of 
surface impoundments and can be 
employed without interrupting the 
operation of the facility. 

Both mechanical and hydraulic 
dredging techniques are available. 
Mechanical dredging equipment 
includes grapple, dipper, and ‘bucket 
dredges. Grapple dredges are most 
suitable fer removing medium-soft 
materials. The bucket dredge is an 
efficient mechanical dredge that 
employs a continuous work cycle. 
Hydraulic dredging includes plain 
suction and cutterhead pipeline 
dredging. The former is typically used to 
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remove soft, free-flowing materials. The 
cutterhead pipeline dredge is a versatile 
machine widely used for removing 
waterbound solids of all types. 

In determining the appropriate 
removal technique, the benefit 
associated with removing the hazardous 
residues (i.e., reducing the danger of the 
waste permeating, corroding, or cracking 
the liner) must be weighed against the 
risk of damaging the liner during the 
removal process. Both compacted clay 
and synthetic liners are susceptible to 
damage during dredging or excavation. 
operations: Hydraulic dredging 
equipment may be less likely to damage 
liners than dragline dredges (Ref. 60). 

EPA is aware that there are additional 
risks associated with the removal 
process in the handling and 
transportation of the hazardous 
residues. The Agency may issue 
regulations or guidance at a later date 
regarding removal requirements such as 
testing for liner damage after removal of 
the residues and prohibiting certain 
types of removal methods. EPA solicits 
comment on the removal techniques 
available and the environmental risks 
associated with the use of these 
methods. 

Section 3005(j)(11)(A) also addresses 
wastes subject to the restrictions 
program. Subparagraph (A) provides 
that if the Administrator “allows” a 
hazardous waste that is prohibited to be 
placed in a surface impoundment for 
storage or treatment, such impoundment 
must meet the liner and leachate 
collection system requirements imposed 
by section 3004(o)(1) unless the 
impoundment qualifies for certain 
exemptions: Because the only instance 
in which a prohibited waste is allowed 
to be placed in a surface impoundment 
is in accordance with subparagraph (B), 
EPA construes subparagraph (A) to 
impose additional requirements on 
impoundments that are used to treat 
prohibited wastes under subparagraph 
(B). Accordingly, EPA construes this 
provision to impose an additional 
condition on the placement of hazardous 
wastes in surface impoundments under 
subparagraph (B), i.e., such wastes may 
not be treated in a surface impoundment 
unless the impoundment meets section 
3004(0)(1) standards. The legislative 
history to the amendment that added 
subparagraph (j)(11)(A) to section 3005 
confirms that the purpose of the 
provision was “not to carve out an 
exemption to the land disposal 
restrictions . . . but rather to set 
minimuin standards for surface 
impoundments which the Administrator 
allows to continue receiving a 
prohibited waste.” (Vol. 129 Cong. Rec. 


H8140 (daily ed. October 6, 1983) 
(section-by-section analysis of Breaux 
amendment).) Thus, unlike 
subparagraph (B), this provision does 
not provide a separate exemption from 
land disposal restrictions. 

One apparent problem in interpreting 
section 3005(j)(11)(A) as applying to 
impoundments exempted under section 
3005(j)(11)(B) is that subparagraph (A) 
refers to placement in an impoundment 
for storage or treatment, while 
subparagraph (B) refers only to 
treatment in a surface impoundment. 
EPA believes that by using the term 
“storage,” Congress acknowledged that 
under the existing RCRA regulatory 
program, treatment in a surface 
impoundment always occurs in the 
context of either storage (the temporary 
holding of hazardous waste) or disposal 
(the permanent holding of waste at a 
facility). See 46 FR 2808 (January 12, 
1981). 

Subparagraph (A) contains a 
parenthetical reference stating that it 
applies to interim status units. This 
provision would appear to impose more 
stringent requirements on interim status 
units than on permitted units. Such a 
construction runs counter to the general 
structure of EPA regulations, which 
provide that permitting requirements be 
at least as stringent as, if not more 
stringent than, interim status 
requirements. Thus, despite the explicit 
reference to interim status units in 
subparagraph (A), EPA construes 
subparagraph (A) to apply to both 
permitted and interim status surface 
impoundments. This reading is 
supported by both EPA's current 
regulatory structure, as noted 
previously, and by the legislative 
history. The amendment that added 
subparagraph (A) to the legislation also 
contained retrofitting requirments that 
were more stringent than the 
requirements that were finally enacted. 
See Vol. 129 Cong. Rec. H8136 (daily ed. 
October 6, 1983). Under the original 
version of the amendment, any permit 
issued for a surface impoundment would 
have required compliance with the 
minimum technological requirements. 
All interim status surface impoundments 
would have been required to be 
permitted within 4 years. Because all 
permitted units would have had to 
comply with the new liner standards, 
subparagraph (A) needed to cover only 
interim status units. Thus, in interpreting 
subparagraph (A) to apply to both 
permitted and interim status 
impoundments EPA believes that it will 
carry out the purposes of the original 
amendment, which in effect would have 
provided that all prohibited wastes 
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would go to surface impoundments in 
compliance with the new liner standards 
or with specified exemptions. 

Section 3005(j)(11)(A) mandates 
compliance with requirements 
applicable to new surface 
impoundments under section 3004(o)(1) 
unless the requirements of section 
3005(j) (2) or (4) are met. Section 
3005(j)(2) exempts a surface 
impoundment from liner and leachate 
collection system requirements if the 
impoundment has at least one liner that 
is not leaking, is located more than one- 
quarter mile from an underground 
source of drinking water and is in 
compliance with certain ground water 
monitoring requirements. Section 
3005(j)(4) similarly exempts surface 
impoundments for which it is 
demonstrated that there will be no 
migration of any hazardous constituent 
to ground water or surface water at any 
future time. However, section 
3005(j)(11)(A) does not reference two 
other exemptions found in section 
3005(j); i.e., paragraph (j)(3) pertaining to 
certain wastewater treatment units, and 
paragraph (j)(13) pertaining to certain 
impoundments subject to corrective 
action requirements. Accordingly, an 
impoundment that is otherwise exempt 
from the minimum technological 
requirements under paragraphs (j) (3) or 
(13) nonetheless would be prohibited 
from treating restricted wastes under 
section 3005(j)(11)(B), unless it meets the 
requirements of section 3004(o). 


3. Applicability to Wastes Resulting 
From Remedial and Response Actions 
Taken Under the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response Compensation 
and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) 


Wastes resulting from remedial and 
response actions taken under sections 
104 and 106 of CERCLA, when disposed 
of off-site, are managed at facilities in 
compliance with all applicable RCRA 
Subtitle C requirements. When land 
disposal restrictions go into effect, such 
facilities may not land dispose 
hazardous wastes subject to such 
restrictions unless applicable treatment 
standards are met, or a successful 
petition demonstration has been made. 
Accordingly, CERCLA wastes subject to 
land disposal restrictions and disposed 
of off-site must meet applicable 
treatment standards or be the subject of 
a successful petition demonstration 
prior to being land disposed at a RCRA 
Subtitle C facility. However, RCRA 
section 3004(d)(3) does provide a limited 
exception for certain CERCLA wastes. ~ 
Contaminated soil and debris that 
would otherwise be subject to land 
disposal restriction under section 
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3004{e) fi.e.,.an F001 through F005 
solvent-containing waste or an F@21 
through F023, F026 or F027 dioxin- 
containing waste) or section 3004(d) {i.e., 
a “California List” waste) can 
nevertheless be land disposed until 
November 8, 1988. 

The CERCLA program will comply 
with the fand disposal restrictions 
program in managing Superfund waste 
taken.off-site. To the extent that the 
land disposal restrictions program is 
applicable or relevant and appropriate 
to the management of Superfund wastes 
on-site, the Superfund program will 
comply with the land disposal 
restrictions program in a manner that is 
consistent with the National 
Contingency Plan {50 FR 47912) and the 
compliance with other environmental 
statutes policy {50 FR 47946) contained 
in the preamble, published in the 
Federal Register on Wednesday,” 
November 20, 1985. 


II. Summary ef Today’s Proposal 

EPA today és proposing and 
requesting public comment ona 
framework for a regulatory program to 
implement the land disposal 
prohibitions mandated by Gongress 
under section 3004 (d), (e), and {g). EPA 
is also proposing the sectian 3004{m) 
treatment standard and associated 
effective dates for two classes of 
hazardous wastes: Solvent wastes and 
dioxin-containing wastes addressed by 
section 3004{e). (Unless otherwise 
specifically noted or contextually 
obvious, “treatment standards” in this 
preamble refers to RCRA section 
3004{m) standards.) EPA used the 
decision-making framework described in 
today's proposal to develop these initial 
sets of proposed treatment standards 
and associated effective dates. The 
Agency hopes that its simultaneous 
proposal of the land disposal 
restrictions program framework and the 
initial treatment standards derived 
therefrom will assist the public in 
understanding the program's mechanics 
and its environmental and economic 
impacts, and serve to focus public 
comment. It may be desirable in the 
final rule, however, to separate the 
decision-making framework from the 
standards for solvent- and dioxin- 
containing wastes and issue them as 
two separate rulemakings. 

This unit of the preamble provides a 
brief summary of the major program 
components and describes how they are 
integrated into a regulatory framework. 
Unit I, following, describes 
individually, and in greater detail, the 
development and implementation of 
each of these components, including 
descriptions of the various models used 


by EPA én.implementing the program. 
Detailed mathematical descriptions of 
these models.are provided in this 
preamble and in background documents 
available for public examination in the 
RCRA docketd¢see ADDRESSES). The 
proposed treatment standards and 
associated effective dates derived from 
this regulatory framework for the initial 
two-classes of hazardous wastes are 
then presented in Units V.and VI. 


A. Statutery Prohibitions on Land 
Disposal and Section 3004{m) Treatment 
Standards 


Section 3004 [d), {e), and {g) 
automatically prehibits continued land 
disposal of all listed hazardous wastes 
beyond specified dates. Each of these 
subsections, however, provides 
exceptions to the prohibitions for wastes 
and treatment residuals that comply 
with standards to be promulgated by 
EPA under section 3004{m). Section 
3004(m) requires EPA to “promulgate 
regulations specifying those levels or 
methods of treatment, if. any, which 
substantially diminish the toxicity of the 
waste, or substantially reduce the 
likelihood of migration of hazardous 
constituents from fhe waste so that long- 
term and short-term threats to human 
health and the environment are 
minimized.” 

In addition to providing exceptions for 
wastes that comply with the treatment 
standards, section 3004 {d), {e), and (g) 
also allows the Administrator to 
determine that the statutony prohibition 
on one.or more methods of land disposal 
is “not reguired in order to protect 
human health and the environment for 
as long as the waste remains 
hazardous.” However, the Administrator 
is precluded from determining that a 
method of land disposal is protective 
“unless, upon application by an 
interested person, it has been 
demonstrated to the Administrator, to a 
reasonable degree of certainty, that 
there will be no migration of hazardous 
constituents from the disposal unit or 
injection zone for as long as the wastes 
remain hazardous.” 

Accordingly, EPA has two primary 
responsibilities under-this statutory 
scheme: 

1. To promulgate exceptions 'to the 
statutory prohibitions, in the form of 
treatment standards ensuring that the 
long-term and short-term threats to 
human health and the environment 
arising from continued land Capone are 
minimized. 

2. To grant exemptions from the 
statutory prohibitions, through approval 
of petitions successfully demonstrating 
that continued jand disposal of specific 
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hazardous wastes is protective of 


human health and the environment. 

The Agency also is responsible for 
establishing variances from. and 
extensions to the statutory effective 
dates forthe land disposal prohibitions, 
as well as for the implementation of 
statutory prohibitions on the storage of 
wastes that are prohibited from land 
disposal. 


framework being Son today, itis 
necessary to discuss in greater detail 
one of its.central aspects: the 
establishment of treatment standariia, 
As the following discussien explains, 
EPA will determine both technology- 
based levels and screening levels as 
intermediate steps in establishing a 
section 3004{m) treatment standard. 
The objective ofthe treatment 
standards is to minimize the threats to 
ground water {due to leaching), air (due 
to emissions), and surface waters (due. 
to leaching) associated-with land 
disposal of hazardous wastes by 
substantially reducing the toxicity and/ 
or mobility of such wastes prior to 
placement in land disposal units. The 
statute specifies that such standards 
may take the form of prescribed levels 
or methods of treatment. Treatment 
standards therefore, may take the form 
of performance standards governing the 
nature of quality of wastes or treatment 
residuals that may be placed in land 
disposal units. Such performance 
standards may be expressed as 
maximum acceptable concentration 
levels for individual chemical 
constituents in extracts from wastes 
{e.g., maximum-leachate 
concentrations), or in the wastes 
themselves (e.g., maximum waste 
concentrations). The statute indicates 
that 4reatment standard also may take 
the fenm of specified treatment methods 
or treatment chains that must be applied 
to wastes prior to placement in land 
disposal units {e.g., incineration of . 
organics; stabilization of metals: 
precipitation of metals from waste water 
streams, followed by fixation of 
precipitate sludges, etc.). The Agency 
prefers, however, to express treatment 


. Standards as performance standards 


wherever possible because such 
standards provide greater flexibility to 
the regulated community in developing 
and implementing compliance strategies. 
Section 3094(m) specifies that 
treatment standards must “minimize” 
long- and short-term ‘threats to human 
health and the’environment arising from 
land disposal of hazardous wastes. 
Congress indicated in the legislative 
history accompanying the HSWAs that 
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“[t]he requisite levels of [sic] methods of 
treatment established by the Agency 
should be the best that has been 
demonstrated to be achievable”, noting 
that the intent is “to require utilization 
of available technology” and not a 
“BAT-type process which contemplates 
technology-forcing standards.” (Vol. 130 
Cong. Rec. $9178 (daily ed., July 25, 
1984).) EPA interprets this legislative 
history to suggest that Congress 
considered the “minimize” standard to 
be met by application of this best 
demonstrated achievable (or available) 
technology (BDAT) prior to placement of 
wastes or treatment residuals into land 
disposal units. In developing technology- 
based levels, treatment processes are 
evaluated based upon the performance 
of their residuals in the land disposal 
environment. 

Congress acknowledged that current 
technologies may be incapable of 
completely elimimating threats arising 
from the land disposal of certain types 
of hazardous wastes. The legislative 
history notes, for example, that “for 
certain wastes, such as metals and 
inorganics, there are no practical 
treatment technologies at this time that 
permanently eliminate their toxicity.” 
The legislative history specifically 
suggests that state-of-the-art 
stabilization techniques would meet the 
section 3004(m) “minimization” 
requirements for such wastes, even 
though such techniques are 
acknowledged to be less than 
completely effective in reducing long- 
term mobility of hazardous constituents. 

However, the Agency does not believe 
that Congress intended all state-of-the- 
art technology to be deemed appropriate 
treatment, regardless of its level of 
performance. In noting that the 
Administrator shall specify “those levels 
or methods of treatment, if any, which 
substantially diminish the toxicity of the 
waste or substantially reduce the 
likelihood of migration of hazardous 
constituents from the waste,” Congress 
clearly implies that a minimum 
performance standard, in the form of 
“substantial” reductions in toxicity and/ 
or mobility, must be achieved under the 
section 3004(m) treatment standards. - 

EPA is concerned that some treatment 
technologies, when applied to particular 
waste streams, may result in significant 
releases of hazardous constituents to the 
environment in the process of achieving 
“substantial” reductions in the waste’s 
toxicity or mobility prior to land 
disposal. Depending upon their nature 
and magnitude, the total risks 
associated with these releases may in 
fact be greater than the risks associated 
with land disposal of the waste. 


Therefore, to ensure that total human 
health and environmental risks are not 
increased as a result of EPA's 
implementation of the statutory land 
disposal prohibitions, the Agency will 
conduct risk assessments to compare 
the risks of managing wastes in land 
disposal units with the risks of 
managing wastes in alternative 
treatment technologies, including any 
subsequent land disposal of treatment 
residuals. Treatment technologies that 
are found through these comparative 
risk assessments to pose greater total 
risks than those posed by direct land 


. disposal of the waste will be classified 


as “unavailable” for purposes of 
establishing the section 3004(m) 
treatment standard for that waste. 
These comparative risk assessments, 
described in greater detail in Unit III.C, 
are not explicitly required under RCRA. 
The Agency believes, however, that 
Congress did not intend risks to human 
health and the environment to be 
increased in prohibiting the continued 
land disposal of hazardous wastes. EPA 
believes that it is desirable, reasonable, 
and consistent with the intent of 
Congress to include comparative risk 
assessments to classify as “unavailable” 
for purposes of establishing treatment 
standards those waste/treatment 
technology combinations that pose 
greater total risks to human health and 
the environment than those posed by 
direct land disposal of the waste. 
However, the statute does not allow a 
determination that one or more 
alternative treatment technologies pose 
greater risks than land disposal of the 


- waste should not be used as a basis for 


allowing continued land disposal of the 
waste. Rather, when these comparative 
risk assessments identify specific, 
unacceptable risks for an alternate 
treatment technology or treatment train, 
EPA will endeavor to reduce these risks 
through development and promulgation 
of additional standards (e.g., air 
emissions controls). Unfortunately, these 
additional standards may not be 
developed by the time the restrictions 
take effect, thus, requiring that 
technologies posing risks greater than 
land disposal be considered 
“unavailable” for purposes of 
establishing BDAT Levels. As a result, 
the universe of candidate technologies 
for BDAT may be more limited. In 
addition, since technologies ruled out 
because of risk may be more efficient 
than other candidate technologies, the 
remaining technologies on which the 
BDAT treatment standard is based may 
allow greater concentrations of 
hazardous constituents in the residuals 
going to land disposal. 
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The Agency may also prohibit the use 
of technologies found to be riskier than 
land disposal. However, these 
prohibitions may not be effective prior 
to the effective date of ban restrictions. 
In cases where additional standards or 
prohibitions for riskier technologies are 
not promulgated prior to a restriction 
effective date, such technologies may be 
used to meet concentration levels set 
under section 3004(m) even though these 
technologies did not form the bases for 
selecting such levels. In an effort to 
avoid this result, EPA will attempt to 
regulate riskier technolgies prior to the 
ban effective date whenever possible. 

In addition to developing technology- 
based levels, EPA will invoke the 
authority of section 3004(m) to establish 
screening levels. A screening level will 
be developed for each individual 
hazardous constituent and will identify 
the maximum concentration below 
which the Agency believes there is no 
regulatory concern for the land disposal 
program and which is protective of 
human health and the environment. The 
methodology used in establishing these 
levels is described in detail in Unit III. 
These screening levels will serve three 
major functions. 

First, the screening level, or 
concentration level, will be used to 
avoid “excessive” treatment. In some 
cases, available technologies may be 
capable of achieving greater reductions 
in toxicity and/or constituent mobility 
than are actually necessary to provide 
protection of human health and the 
environment in subsequent land 
disposal of hazardous wastes. The 
Agency does not believe that Congress 
intended that EPA promulgate standards 
requiring treatment for treatment’s sake 
(i.e., requiring more treatment than 
necessary to protect human health and 


.the environment). Accordingly, in order 


to avoid setting treatment standards 
that require excessive treatment prior to 
land disposal, EPA in some cases will 
employ the screening levels thresholds 
to “cap” the reductions in toxicity and/ 
or mobility that otherwise would result 
from the application of BDAT treatment, 
even though the efficiencies of available 
technologies may be capable of 
achieving more stringent levels (i.e., the 
levels will provide an upper limit on the 
stringency of the treatment standard). In 
the situation described above, the 
screening level would become the 
regulatory treatment standard since 
there would be no need, from 
environmental or human health 
perspectives, to set a more stringent 
standard. 

Second, in some cases, while the 
application of BDAT will result in 
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substantial reductions in toxicity and 
mebility, available technelogies may not 
be able to achieve concentration levels 
that previde full protection of human 
health {i.e., the screening devels). 
Although the statute specifies that 
compliance with technolegy-based 
standands is legally sufficient in such a 
situation, the Agency believes that the 
screening levels should function as a 


goal for future changes te the treatment . 


standards as new and more efficient 
treatment technologies become 
available. Jn this second situation, the 
screening levels identify constituent 
concentrations that are desird in land 
dispesal in the Jong term, but which are 
not actually mequired i in the short term 
due io limitations in technological 
Capacities. 

Finally, im certain cincumstances, EPA 
may conclude that no candidate 
treatment technologies provide the 
“substantial” reductions in texicity or 
mobility required under section 3004(m); 
or, that all candidate treatment 
technologies pose greater total risks 
than dand disposal. Accordingly, the 
Agency would determine that there are 
ne dreatment technologies “available” 
upon which to base the treatment 
standard, because even the best 
demoastrated treatment technologies do 
not provide sufficient safeguards against 
the threats posed by land dispesal or 
because application of ireatment 
technologies would increase overall 
risks to human health and the 
envirenment. In such cases, the 
screening level will beceme the 
treatment standard, providing ai least 
for land disposal of wastes centaining 
constituents ai concentrations 
determined to be protective of human 
health and the environment. 

The development and use of these 
screening levels is not required 
explicitly under any of the amendments 
te section 3004 enacted through the 
HSW2As. EPA believes, however, that 
the - development and application of such 
standards is reasonable and desirable 
from beth environmental and economic 
perspectives. Economically, inclusion of 
these protective caps ensures that 
limited resources {natural resources as 
well as financial resources} are not 
expended needlessly in meeting 


treatment standards in excess of what is. 


required to protect human health and 


the environment in the land disposal of ~ 


hazardous wastes. in addition, since the 
screening lewel standard functions 
effectively as an alternative to the 
petition process {iz2. constituents that 
meet the screening levels naturally are 
exempted from treatment without going 
through the petition process) the Agency 


expects to realize internal savings by 
minimizing the costly and 
administratively burdensome petition 
review process. From an environmental 
perspective, EPA's efforts in developing 
the screening levels will identify those 
situations where even BDAT treatment 
cannot achieve protection of human 
health and the environment, and will 
provide goals in such cases for future 
technology development. Finally, EPA 
believes it is desirable te employ the 
screening jevels as the treatment 
standards in cases where no treatment 
standard would otherwise be 
established {e.g., in cases where all 
treatment technologies are riskier than 
land disposal or when even the best 
demonstrated treatment technology 
does not provide substantial reductions 
in toxicity or mobility). if no treatment 
standard is promulgated for a waste, the 


~ waste and all nesiduals from treatment 


of the waste are completely prohibited 
from land disposal {uniess, of course, 
EPA approves petitions for continued 
land disposal or applications for 
effective date extensions). By employing 
the leyels as treatment standards in 
such cases, EPA avoids forcing all those 
seeking continued land disposal to 
submit petitions. Instead, those forms of 
waste (eg.. contaminated soils resulting 
from spills or cleanup actions under 
CERCLA; waste waters containing small 
concentrations of hazardous 
constituents; etc.) that meet the 
screening levelconstituent . 
concentration Jevels may centinue to be 
disposed of im or on the land because 
such disposal will not harm human 


‘health or the environment. 


follows. df application of BDAT 
treatment results in concentration levels 
equal to or more stringent than the 
screening jevels, then the Agency will 
issue the screening level as the 
treatment standard, capping off required 
BDAT treatment at these protection 
levels. if application of BDAT treatment 
results in levels that are less stringent 
than the screening level, but BDAT does 
realize substastial reductions in toxicity 
or mobility and does not pose greater 
risks than land disposal, then the 
technology-based level becomes the 
treatment standard and the screening 
level remains as.a goal that may be 
reached as new technologies emerge. If 
no technologies exist that result in 
substantial reductions in toxicity or 
mobility or if all treatment technologies 
pose greater risks than land disposal, 
then EPA will not be able to specify a 
technology-based level and the 
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screening level becomes the treatment 
standard. 


It is important to note that any waste 
naturally meeting the treatment levels 
(ie., without actually undergoing 
treatment) would be, under the proposed 
approach, exempted from the ban. There 
would appear to be little rationale for 
allowing a waste treated to those levels 
to be exempted from the ban, while not 
exempting a waste that naturally 
contains acceptable levels so that 
treatment is not required to comply with 
the standard. Moreover, the language of 
section 3004{m) appears to support this 
conclusion. Section 3004{[m) directs EPA 
to specify “those levels er methods of 
treatment, if any,” required to 
substantially diminish toxicity ar reduce 
mobility. The “if any” clause indicates 
that EPA may identify cases where no 
treatment is required to meet the 
standard; i.e., cases in which the 
standard can be met without application 
of technology. ingly, EPA is 
proposing to. exempt from the land 
disposal prehibitions any waste treated 
to meet the applicable section 3804{m) 
standard, or meeting such standard 
without treatment. ; 

In summary, in setting the effective 
concentration dimits dhat govern the 
quality of land disposed wastes, the 
Agency will consider a set of relevant 
factors. The screening level is based on 
individual risk—the first facter. The 
strength of evidence for carcinogenicity 
is part of the individual risk assessment 
(see Unit HL A. Le). The performance of 
treatment technologies, alone and in 
relation to the screening levels has 
major influence on the chosen effective 
concentration limits. For example, when 
a treatment substantially reduces the 
concentration of a constituent in a 
waste, but dees not attain the screening 
level the treatment ance will 
become the effective control level. 
Population risk will be added as a factor 
if the Agency can develop a method of 
using available population data. A 
possible approach is described in unit 
HLA.Li 

The Agency believes that the 
development of nationally applicable 
screening levels best implements its 
stated objectives of capping off 
necessary treatment, providing a goal 
for the development of emerging 
technologies and future treatment 
standards, and providing a 
concentration-based standard under 
section 3004{m) in cases where a 
technology-based treatment level is not 
developed. In general, however, the 
same objectives could be realized in the 
absence of national screening levels. 
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Accordingly, EPA may consider two 
alternative approaches. 

The first alternative does not provide 
for the development of screening levels 
but instead relies entirely on 
technology-based treatment section 
standards and the petition process. 
Under a regulatory framework that 
provided only for the development of 
technology-based (BDAT) treatment 
standards (as opposed to screening 
levels and technology-based standards), 
the petition process could serve to “cap 
off” the required level of treatment so as 
to avoid treatment for treatment’s sake. 
Under this approach, if a prescribed 
level or method of treatment under 
section 3004(m) resulted in 
concentration levels that an owner/ 
operator believed to be overly 
protective, the owner/operator could 
petition the Agency to allow the use of 
an alternative treatment level or method 
or no treatment at all by demonstrating 
that less treatment would still meet the 
petition standard of protecting human ~ 
health and the environment. 

A second major function of the 
national screening level is to provide a 
section 3004(m) standard in cases where 
EPA is unable to develop a technology- 
based standard because BDAT has not 
been identified. As noted earlier, the 
benefit of this approach is that instead 
of banning a waste outright because 
there is no technology available to treat 
to acceptable levels, a waste may still 
be land disposed if it can meet the 
protective screening level naturally. 
However, this same function could be 
fulfilled by the petition process. Under 
the above scenario, if EPA fails to issue 
a treatment standard under section 
3004(m), an owner/operator could still 
petition the Agency under § 268.5 to 
allow continued land disposal of the 
waste upon a demonstration that land 
disposal of the waste would not result in 
harm to human health and the 
environment. ° 

There is no need to develop regulatory 
screening levels to meet the last major 
function of such nationally applicable 
levels i.e., the development of hazardous 
constituent concentration goals towards 
which emerging technologies can strive. 
This goal could be met by the 
development of screening levels in a 
non-regulatory context. 

The major drawback of this first 
atlernative however, is that it would 
increase the number of petitions 
received by the Agency. Pending 
determinations on individual petitions, 
wastes will be restricted from land 
disposal. 

The Agency is also considering a 
second alternative to the approach 


outlined today. As noted in earlier 
discussions, EPA believes that it has 
authority under section 3004(m) to give 
screening levels regulatory effect in two 
situations. First, in cases where 
technology is capable of meeting or 
exceeding the screening level this 
protective concentration level becomes 
the regulatory standard under section 
3004(m), effectively ‘capping off” the 
application of technology to avoid 
treatment in excess of that needed to 
protect human health and the 
environment. Second, the screening 
level also will have regulatory effect in 
cases where all candidate technologies 
are riskier than land disposal or where 
EPA is unable to identify a technology 
that substantially reduces the toxicity 
and diminishes the mobility of a 
constituent. In such cases, the screening 
level essentially becomes the section 
3004(m) standard by default, i.e., 
because no acceptable technology has 
been identified upon which to base a 
treatment standard. 

This second alternative approach 
would base the treatment standards 
established under section .3004(m) only 
on levels capable of being achieved by 
the application of BDAT technology. 
Under such an approach EPA would 
continue to use screening levels to cap 
off the use of technology, but would not 
establish the screening level as the 
treatment standard when no acceptable 
technology has been identified. If EPA 
were unable to identify a technology 
that substantially reduces the toxicity 
and mobility of hazardous constituents 
or if all technologies are riskier than 
land disposal, then the Agency would 
not set a section 3004(m) standard. In 
such a case, a waste banned from land 
disposal could be disposed of in land 
only if it is the subject of a successful 
petition demonstration under section 
3004(d), (e), or (g). 

The petition demonstration requires a 
showing that the hazardous constituents 
in a waste will not migrate to a point of 
potential human or environmental 
exposure in concentrations that will 
harm human health or the environment 
(see Unit III.G). As discussed in Unit 
IIl.A, the screening model will identify a 
maximum protective concentration level 
for each hazardous constituent. 
Accordingly, under this approach if a 
petitioner could show that all of the 
hazardous constituents in his waste are 
at concentrations equal to or less than 
the concentration established by the 

ing model, EPA may determine 
that land disposal of such a waste is 
protective. With this approach, the 
Agency could develop a simplified 
petition process to address such cases. 
The simplified petition would consist of 


a petitioner's certification, with 
supporting analytical data, that all 
hazardous constituents in the waste 
meet applicable screening levels. 


EPA solicits public comment on its 
approach to developing treatment 
standards. The Agency is particularly 
interested in the public’s views on the 
desirability of developing screening 
levels in addition to technology-based 
standards. In addition, EPA would 
welcome information indicating which 
wastes (and what physical states and 
what quantities) could be expected to 
meet the screening levels proposed 
today without treatment. To what extent 
does the regulated community believe 
that it will rely on compliance with 
screening levels to exclude waste from 
the restrictions in lieu of petitioning for 
an exclusion? (screening levels for 
certain solvents are identified in unit V.) 
The screening levels ensure protection 
of human health and the environment 
considering all significant routes of 
exposure. How will the establishment of 
these safe levels for all hazardous 
constituents affect other programs 
administered by EPA or other agencies? 


Under certain circumstances, 
anticipated by EPA to occur extremely 
infrequently or not at all, the Agency 
may decide not to establish any 
treatment standard under section 
3004(m). This situation would arise in 
cases where EPA has determined that 
all applicable treatment standard for a 
hazardous waste {either due to their 
failure to achieve “substantial” 
reductions in the waste’s toxicity or 
mobility, or due to EPA’s determination 
that they pose greater risks than those 
posed by land disposal) and where the 
Agency is unable to develop screening 
levels. Since the screening levels 
identify levels at which land disposal 
may be determined to be protective of 
human health and the environment, the 
Agency would not be able to establish 
them if, for example, critical data 
elements upon which calculation of 
these levels depends are absent or are 
of insufficient quality. In such a case, 
EPA will promulgate regulations that 
certify the statutory prohibition. 
Generators or facility owners or 
operators desiring to continue managing 
the waste in land disposal units will be 
required, in such cases, to submit 
petitions to EPA demonstrating such 
management to be “protective” of 
human health and the environment at 
specific facilities, as discussed in greater 
detail in subsequent units of this 
preamble. 
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B. Regulatory and Decision-Making 
Framework 

The regulatory and decision-making 
framework that EPA is proposing to 
employ in establishing the section 
3004{m) treatment standards and their 
associated effective dates is presented 
in schematic form in the following 
Diagram 1: 
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By each statutory deadline, the 
Agency will employ the proposed 
framework in promulgating treatment 
standards under § Part 268 Subpart D 
applicable to each hazardous waste. 
Once such standards are effective, 
hazardous wastes that comply with 
these treatment standards ‘are exempted 
from the statutory prohibitions, and may 
be managed in land disposal units 
regulated under Subtitle C of RCRA. 
Wastes that do not comply with 
applicable treatment standards will be 
prohibited from continued placement in 
land disposal units as of the applicable 
effective date, unless the generator or 
owner or operator of a treatment, 
storage, and disposal facility does either 
of the following: 

1. Under § 268.4 submits a successful 
application to EPA for an extension of 
time in which to comply with the 
treatment standard by demonstrating 
that he has binding contractual 
commitments to construct or otherwise 
obtain alternative treatment, recovery, 
or disposal capacity that is protective of 
human health and the environment, and 
that such capacity is not available by 
the date the treatment standard takes 
effect due to circumstances beyond his 
control (see Unit III-F). 

2. Under § 268.5, submits a petition to 
EPA successfully demonstrating to:a 
reasonable degree of certainty that 
continued management of specific 
hazardous. wastes in land disposal units, 
including treatment and storage in 
surface impoundments and waste piles, 
is protective of human health and the 
environment for as long as the wastes 
remain hazardous (see Unit III.G). 

The decision-making framework is 
preceded by two sets of Agency 
activities that occur simultaneously but 
are entirely independent of each other, 
indicated as Elements 1 and 2 at the top 
center of Diagram 1. Element 1 involves 
the development of the screening levels, 
or caps, for individual hazardous 
constituents contained in hazardous 
wastes. These screening levels identify 
the concentration levels of such 
constituents in hazardous wastes or 
waste extracts (e.g., leachates, 
emissions, etc.) at or below which 
continued land disposal is determined to 
be protective of human health and the 
environment. Element 2 incorporates the 
Agency's efforts to identify and evaluate 
the effectiveness of treatment 
technologies applicable to specific types 
of hazardous constituents, individual 
hazardous wastes, or groups of 
hazardous wastes exhibiting similar 
chemical and physical properties 


affecting their “treatability” (i.e., 
treatability subgroup). As noted in the 
previous unit, “effectiveness,” for 
purposes of section 3004(m) treatment 
standards, refers to the technology's 
ability to diminish the toxicity of a 
hazardous waste or reduce the likeihood 
of migration of hazardous constituents 
from the waste to air, ground water, or 
surface waters. 


In order to develop the screening 
levels, which identify levels in land 
disposal that can be deemed protective 
of human health, the term “protective” 
requires specific definition. Congress 
provided an explicit definition of 
“protective” for purposes of the land 
disposal restrictions program in 
specifying the standard for the petition 
process established in section 3004 (d), 
(e), and (g): “a method of land disposal 
may not be determined to be protective 
of human health and the environment 
for a hazardous waste unless, upon 
application by an interested person, it 
has been demonstrated to the 
Administrator, to a reasonable degree of 
certainty, that there will be no migration 
of hazardous constituents from the 
disposal unit or injection zone for as 
long as the wastes remain hazardous.” 
EPA is using this statutory definition of 
“protective” for purposes of developing 
the screening levels. The Agency 
considered adopting a separate 
definition of the term “protective” for 
purposes of developing the thresholds, 
but concluded that standards less © 
stringent than the petition standard 
could not be defended as “protective,” 
given the clear statutory language. 


EPA is not reading the statutory 


definition of “protective” as an absolute - 


no migration standard. (See discussion 
of petition process in Unit IlI.G.) The 
Agency finds significance in Congress’ 
inclusion of the clause “for as long as 
the wastes remain hazardous” as a 
modifier to what otherwise would have 
been a strict no migration standard, ie., 
“no migration of hazardous constituents 
from the disposal unit.” The Agency is 
today proposing under § 268.5 to 
interpret inclusion of this modifying 
clause as implying that the statutory 
standard allows for some migration of 
hazardous constituents beyond the 
immediate confines of the disposal unit, 
as long as such migration does not 
present any threat to human health and 
the environment. Support for this 
interpretation is provided in the 
legislative history, where Congress 
noted:.‘‘[t}he.Administrator is required 


to find that the nature:of the facility‘and - 


the waste will assure that migration of 
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the wastes will not occur while the 
wastes still retain their hazardous 
characteristics in such a way that would 
present any threat to human health and 
the environment” (S. Rep. No. 98-284, 
98th Conf., 1st Sess. 15 (1983)). 
Accordingly, EPA is proposing to 
develop the screening levels, identifying 
“protective” levels in land disposal, 
using a conceptual system that allows 
migration of hazardous constituents 
beyond disposal units but ensures that 
such migration occurs at concentrations 
that do not pose threats to human health 
and the environment. 


Screening levels are calculated for 
individual hazardous constituents based 
upon toxicological effects levels for 
these constituents and their behavior 
(fate and transport) in each of three 
environmental media: Air, ground water, 
and surface water. The levels are 
expressed as maximum concentration 
levels in extracts from hazardous 
wastes that may be‘released from land 
disposal units. The screening levels and 
their derivation are discussed in detail 
in Unit Ill of this preamble. 


The quantitative procedures 
developed by EPA to calculate these 
levels involve the use of constituent. fate 
and transport models (separate models 
are employed for transport through air, 
ground water, and surface water). The 
models are designed to assess the 
attenuative processes (e.g., advection, 
diffusion, dilution, and dispersion, 
chemical transformation or degradation) 
that occur‘during transport (migration) 
of contaminants from the point of their 
release from a land disposal unit (in 
subsurface leachates, surface run offs, 
or air emissions) to points of potential 
human exposure at a specified distance 
downwind, downgradient, or 
downstream from the disposal unit. The 
models are employed to back calculate 
the maximum constituent concentration 
that could be present in a hazardous 
waste extract (e.g., leachate, surface, 
runoff, or air emission) directly above, 
below, or adjacent to a land disposal 
unit such that its concentration (in air, 


‘ ground water, or surface water) at the 


point of potential human exposure 
would not be expected to exceed a 
designated human health effect level for 
the contaminant (health effects levels 
are apportioned into each media through 
which exposure may occur). 


The following Figure 2 illustrates the 
conceptual system that underlies EPA's 
proposed approach to back calculating 
the screening levels, using the ground 
water component as an example: 
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Screening Levels 


The conceptual systems for air and 
surface water calculations are similar, 
though tailored to the specific 
characteristics of these other media and 
are presented in Unit Ill of this 
preamble. The ground water back 
calculation procedure commences from 
a point of potential human exposure at a 
specified distance directly downgradient 
from the unit, and specifies that the 
concentration of a contaminant in the 
ground water at this point cannot 
exceed the apportioned health effect 
level. Defining the “point of potential 
human exposure” and selecting a 
corresponding distance from the 
disposal unit to this point are tied to the 
statutory definition of “protective,” and 
are discussed in Unit Ill. 

The procedure then uses fate and 
transport models to determine (by back 
calculation) the concentration of the 
chemical constituent that may be 
present in a leachate emanating directly 
below the disposal unit without 
exceeding its apportioned health effect 
level at the point of potential exposure. 

Simultaneously with establishing 
screening levels, the Agency will 
identify and evaluate treatment 
technologies that are applicable to the 
hazardous wastes included under each 
deadline (Element 2 in the flow 


diagram). Technologies to be identified 
and evaluated include those at 


commercial facilities or on-site facilities — 


that have been “demonstrated” to treat 
these hazardous wastes and are deemed 
to be “available.” 7 The process 
encompassed by Element 2 also includes 
the assessment of emerging treatment 
technologies that are expected to be on- 
line by the date the treatment standards 
take effect. 

The purpose of the technology 
evaluations is to identify demonstrated, 
available treatment technologies for 
each hazardous constituent, waste, or 
groups of hazardous wastes with similar 
treatability characteristics. Key aspects 
of these evaluations, discussed in 
greater detail in Unit Ill, are: 

a. Evaluations of the applicability of 
treatment technologies to specific 
hazardous constituents, waste streams, 
or groups of wastes. : 

b. Evaluations of the extent to which 
each technology is actually being used 
in the treatment of hazardous wastes, 


7 The terms “demonstrated” and “available” are 
defined in Unit II1.B. As.used here, the'term ' 


“available” means non-proprietory. The assessment. 


of “availability” in terms of com; tive risk takes 
place in Element 3. The assessment of “availability” 
in terms of meeting the substantial reduction test 
takes place in Element 12. 
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both at off-site commercial facilities and 
at on-site facilities. - 

c. Evaluations of the effectiveness of 
each technology in reducing the toxicity 
and mobility of hazardous constituents 
in wastes or groups of wastes included 
under each statutory deadline. 

It is important to note that cost is not 
one of the factors that EPA will use 
explicitly in evaluating treatment 
technologies as a basis for setting the 
treatment standards. Cost is, however, 
implicitly accounted for in setting BDAT 
standards, since technologies that are 
not economically feasible are not likely 
to be found “on-line” at commercial or 
on-site facilities. 

The proposed regulatory and decision- 
making framework is composed of four 
major decision-making sequences. Each 
decision-making sequence leads to 
establishment of a treatment standard 
(and an associated nationwide effective 
date) applicable to a hazardous waste, 
groups of hazardous wastes exhibiting 
similar treatability characteristics, or 
hazardous constituents contained in 
hazardous wastes. 

For each waste, that is, a specific 
waste stream, hazardous constituent or 
waste subgroup, the first step in EPA’s 
proposed decision-making framework is _ 
to exclude from consideration as a basis 
for the treatment standard those 
treatment technologies that pose greater 
total risks to human health and the 
environment in the management of the 
waste than the risks posed by direct 
land disposal (Element 3). As noted 
previously, to ensure that total human 
health and environmental risks are not 
increased as a result. of EPA’s 
implementation of the statutory land 
disposal prohibitions, the Agency will 
conduct risk assessments to compare 
the risks of managing wastes in land 
disposal units with the risks of 
managing the wastes in alternative 
treatment technologies, including 
subsequent land disposal of any 
treatment residuals. Treatment 
technologies that are found through 
these comparative risk assessments to 
pose greater total risks than those posed 
by direct land disposal of the untreated 
waste will be classified as 
“unavailable” for purposes of 
establishing the treatment standard for 
that waste. Thus, this sets the first 
“break point” in the decision process. 
The four decision cases, in the order of 
their discussion, are cases in which the 
demonstrated treatment technology 
poses one of the following: 

i. Equal or less risk than land disposal 
and meets the screening level. 

ii. Equal or less risk than land 
disposal and does not meet the 





Pot 


1618 


screening level, but does substantially 
reduce the waste’s toxicity or mobility. 

iii. Equal or less risk than land 
disposal, does not meet the screening 
level, and does not substantially reduce 
the wastes toxicity or mobility. — 


Three sequences in EPA’s proposed 
decision-making framework commence 
with an affirmative response in the first 
critical decision component where, upon 
completion of the comparative risk 
assessments, treatment technologies or 
treatment trains are identified that pose 
risks less than or equal to those posed in 
direct land disposal of the waste. These 
sequences advance to the second 
critical decision component in the 
proposed decision-making framework, 
where the next question is posed 
(Element 4): are any of these treatment 
technologies or treatment trains capable 
of achieving the “screening” levels for 
all of the constituents known to be 
contained in the waste? For those waste 
streams where the answer to this 
question is “yes,” the decision-making 
sequence proceeds with EPA's 
determination that treatment technology 
is “available” for such wastes and the 
“screening” levels are established as the 
section 3064{m) treatment standards for 
each hazardous constituent in each such 
waste stream (Element 5). 

Once this treatment standard is 
established, the next step in this 
decision-making sequence is to 
determine whether the capacity of these 


iv. Greater risk than land disposal. 

Decision Case I—A/ternative 
technology poses equal or less risk than 
land disposal and can meet the 
screening levels. 


“available” treatment technologies,® in 
conjunction with the capacities of 
alternative recovery and disposal 
technologies that are protective of 
human health and the environment, is 
adequate to accommodate the quantities 
of each waste subject to these threshold 
standards (Element 6). Capacity will be 
determined on a national, as opposed to 
a regional or State, basis and will 
consider capacities of currently 
demonstrated on-line technologies as 
well as capacities of technologies that 
are expected to be on-line by the 
statutory deadline for each waste. 

For those wastes where EPA 
determines that alternative capacity is 
adequate, the “screening” level 
treatment standards will take effect 
immediately upon their promulgation 
(Element 7). Since, under this decision- 
making sequence, the standards are 
always expressed as performance 
standards (as opposed to required 
methods), generators and facility 


® Note that treatment processes that are not 
deemed “available” for the purpose of establishing » 
BDAT levels because they are proprietary are 
considered in determining whether there is 
adequate treatment capacity. 
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owners or operators whose wastes do 
not meet the standards naturally may 
employ any treatment technologies in 
achieving them.® As is the case at the 
end of each decision-making sequence, 
wastes that comply with applicable 
treatment standards may be managed 
subsequently in land disposal units, 


’ while wastes that do not comply with 


the standards are prohibited from 
continued land disposal upon the 
statutory effective dates unless 
generators of such wastes or owners or 
operators of land disposal units either 
submit applications for case-by-case 
effective date extensions under § 268.4, 
(which, if granted, will allow land 
disposal to continue temporarily under 
certain conditions), or submit petitions 
under § 268.5 successfully 
demonstrating that continued land 


.disposal of the wastes is protective of 


human health and the environment for 
as long as the wastes remain hazardous 
(Element 8). Specific procedures‘and 
criteria to be employed by EPA in 
accepting and evaluating applications 
for section 3004(h)(3) case-by-case 
effective date extensions and petitions 
submitted under sections 3004(d), (e), 
and (g) are discussed in Unit III. 


For those wastes where EPA 
determines in Element 6 that alternative 
capacity is not adequate on a 
nationwide basis, the Agency may 
exercise the discretion granted to it 
under section 3004(h)(2) and authorize a 
nationwide variance of up to 2 years 
from the statutory effective date 
(Element 9). The purpose of granting 
national variances in Element 9 is to 
provide time for development of 
additional treatment, recovery, or 
disposal capacity that is protective of 
human health and the environment. At 
the end of the national variance, the 
section 3004{m) treatment standard 
takes effect. Again, case-by-case 
extensions and petitions are available, 


® As noted earlier EPA plaris to impose 


restrictions or prohibitions on treatment 
technologies that are riskier than land disposal. See 
also discussion at Unit HLC. Such restrictions or 
prohibitions may preclude or limit the use of certain 
technologies in meeting these standards. 
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subject to EPA approval, for those who 

cannot meet the standard (Element 10). 
Decision Case Il—Alternative 

technology poses equal or less risk than 


This sequence in EPA's proposed 
decision-making framework also 
commences from a favorable evaluation 
of the comparative risk assessments 
(Element 3). However, it (and the next 
sequence) subsequently proceed from a 
determination that none of the treatment 
technologies or treatment trains is 
capable of achieving the “screening” 
level for the hazardous constituent being 
evaluated or, where the evaluation 
pertains to.a waste stream, for all 
hazardous constituents known to be 
contained in the waste. The next step in 
the proposed decision-making 
framework is to determine which of the 
treatment technologies or treatment 
trains is the “best” demonstrated 
treatment technology for the waste, 
based upon a ranking of the 
technologies’ effectiveness in 
diminishing the waste’s toxicity or in 
reducing the likelihood of migration of 
hazardous constituents (Element 11). 

Once the “best” treatment technology 
or train for the waste is identified, the 
sequence advances tothe next critical 
decision component in the proposed 
decision-making framework, where EPA 
determines whether or not this “best” 
demonstrated treatment technology or 
treatment train “substantially” 
diminishes the waste’s toxicity or 
“substantially” reduces the likelihood of 
migration of its hazardous constituents 
(Element 12). If EPA determines that the 
“best” demonstrated treatment 


land disposal, does not meet the 
screening levels, but does substantially 
reduce toxicity or diminish mobility. 


technology does achieve substantial 
reductions, EPA concludes that 
alternative treatment technology is 
“available” for the waste, and 
establishes a BDAT treatment standard 
(Element 13). 

As noted in Unit I1.B, whenever the 
section 3004(m) standards are based 
upon the effectiveness of BDAT, they 
may be expressed either as performance 
standards or required methods. If, for 
example, incineration is determined to 
be the BDAT for the waste, the 
treatment standard may simply require 
that the waste be incinerated (according 
to specified design and operating 
standards) prior to its placement in land 
disposal units. Alternatively, in the 
same example, the treatment standard 
may specify maximum concentration 
levels for each of the waste’s 
constituents in either an extract from the 
waste or in the waste itself based upon 
the expected efficiency of incineration. 
In this latter case, generators or facility 
owners or operators would have a 
certain degree of flexibility in selecting 
technologies to comply with the 
standard. While EPA prefers to provide 
such flexibility wherever possible, the 
Agency recognizes that it may not 
always be possible to specify 
performance standards, due to wide 
variations in waste characteristics. 

Once the BDAT treatment standard is 
established, the next step in this 
decision-making sequence is to 
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determine whether the capacity of 
alternative treatment, recovery, and 
disposal technologies that are protective 
of human health and the environment is 
adequate to accommodate the quantities 
of each waste subject to these standards 
(Element 14). These capacity 
assessments are similar to those 
described in Element 6 under the earlier 
decision case. 

However, in the previous decision 
pathway, the BDAT technologies were 
capable of meeting the screening level 
and, accordingly, would be deemed 
protective of human health. In contrast, 
under this decision pathway, none of the 
technologies is capable of achieving the 
screening levels. The statute directs EPA 
to consider only those technologies that 
are protective of human health and the 
environment in evaluating whether 
sufficient capacity exists to 
accommodate banned wastes. 
Accordingly, those technologies that are 
not capable of achieving the screening 
level would not be considered in the 
capacity assessment. If EPA finds that 
no alternate treatment capacity exists 
that is protective of human health and 
the environment, and if it also finds that 
no protective alternative disposal or 
recovery capacity exists, it may, at its 
discretion, extend the effective date of a 
restriction for up to 2 years under 
section 3004(h)(2). 

However, as a matter of policy, EPA 
will exercise its discretionary authority 
not to extend the effective date in cases 
where there is a shortfall in protective 
treatment, disposal, and recovery 
capacity if it determines in such cases 
that existing “protective” capacity, 
coupled with existing capacity of 
treatment technologies that meet 
technology-based section 3004{m) 
standards, is adequate to address the 
restricted wastes. 

The Agency believes that this 
approach is consistent with 
congressional intent. The section 
3004(h)}(2) variance is intended to 
encourage the development of protective 
alternative treatment, recovery and 
disposal capacity. (S. Rep. No. 98-284, 
98th Cong., 1st Sess. 18 (1983), H.R. Rep. 
No. 98-198, 98th Cong., ist Sess. 37 
(1983)). 

However, the regulated community 
will have little incentive to develop 
protective alternative treatment 
methods during the variance period in 
light of the fact that, at the end of any 
such variance, hazardous waste may be 
land disposed if the wastes comply with 
less protective technology-based 
standards. In such a case, the effect of 
the variance would simply be to delay 
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compliance with these technology-based 
standards and not, as Congress 
intended, to encourage the development 
of protective alternative technologies. 

_ The remaining stages of this decision- 
making sequence are identical to those 
described under the earlier sequence: If 
a variance is not granted, the BDAT 
standards takes effect immediately 
(Element 15), and wastes that comply 
with them may be managed 
subsequently in land disposal units. 
Wastes that do not comply with the 


Determine Best 
Demonstrated 
Avadable Tec 
(BDAT) 


standards will be prohibited from 
continued land disposal unless 
generators or facility owners or 
operators have been granted case-by- 
case effective date extensions or have 
successfully demonstrated that 
continued land disposal of the wastes is 
protective of human health and the 
environment through the petition 
process (Element 16). The Agency may 
also exercise its discretion under section 
3004(h)(2) to grant a nationwide 
variance of up to 2 years from the 


Treatment Grant 
Technology Nationwide 
ts Not Variance 
Available Ot Up To 

Two Years' 


Does 
Alternative 
reatment Tec 
Become Available 
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statutory effective date if capacity is not 
adequate (Element 17). At the end of the 
national variance, the treatment 
standard takes effect, with identical 
regulatory outcomes to those that occur 
under. this sequence in the absence of a 
national variance (Element 18). 

Decision Case Ill—Alternative 
technology. poses equal or less risk than 
land disposal, cannot meet the 
screening levels, and does not 
substantially reduce toxicity or. : 
diminish mobility. 


Case By 
Case 
Extensions 
Or Petitions 


Treatment 


Standard 
Set At 
Screening 
Level 


Extensions 
Or Petitions 


The third case in EPA's proposed 
decision-making framework follows a 
negative response in the third critical 
decision component (Element 12), where 
after identification of the “best” 
demonstrated treatment technology 
(Element 11), it is determined that 
technolegy does not “substantially” 
diminish the waste's toxicity or 
“substantially” reduce the likelihood of 
migration of its hazardous constituents. 
A treatment technology that does not 
meet this statutory standard is 
“unavailable” for purposes of 
establishing section 3004 (m) treatment 
standards {Element 19). If protective 
disposal or recovery capacity is also 
unavailable, EPA may grant a 
nationwide variance for up to 2 years 
under section 3004 (h) {2) (Element 20) to 
allow for the development of new or 
improved treatment technologies or 
treatment trains that meet the minimum 
requirements of:section 3004 (m) for 
achieving “substantial” reductions in 
the waste’s toxicity or mobility. 


If new or improved treatment 
technologies or treatment trains that 
meet the minimum requirements of 
section 3004 {m) are developed by the 
end of the national variance (Element 
21), EPA may utilize them as the basis 
for promulgating a BDAT treatment 
standard (Element 22), expressed either 
as a performance standard or as a 
required treatment method. Wastes that 
comply with such standards may be 
managed subsequently in land disposal 
units. Wastes that do not comply with 
the standards will be prohibited from 
continued land disposal unless a case- 
by-case effective date extension is 
granted under § 268.4 or a petitioner has 
successfully demonstrated that 
continued land disposal of the wastes at 
a specific site is protective of human 
health and the environment under 
§ 268.5 (Element 23). - 

If new or improved treatment 
technologies'or treatment trains 
applicable to wastes affected by this 
decision-making sequence do not 
develop during the period of the national 


variance, EPA will establish the 
screening level as the treatment: 
standard (Element 24). For most 
generators of wastes affected by this 
decision-making sequence, the 
regulatory outcome resulting from this 
action is not anticipated to be 
significantly different from the 
regulatory outcome resulting from direct 
implementation of the statutory 
prohibitions. Even though a treatment 
standard will have been established for 
the waste, EPA will have determined 
that there are no technologies that are 
less risky than land land disposal that 
are available to treat the waste. Except 
for wastes that naturally meet the 
screening level, all hazardous wastes 
affected by this decision-making 
sequence will be prohibited from 
continued land disposal. Generators and 
facility owner/operators must then do 
one of the following: 

i. Submit applications for case-by- 
case effective date extensions. 

ii. Submit petitions successfully 
demonstrating that management of the 
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wastes in land disposal units at specific 
sites is protective of human health and 
the environment. 

iii. Manage the wastes by means of 
alternative recovery or disposal 
technologies (to the extent allowed by 
law or regulation). 

iv. Cease generating the waste by 
means of process change or materials 

substitution. 

While these options also are available 
under the first two decision sequences, 


The previous cases all stemmed from 
a favorable evaluation of comparative 
risk—that is, at least one alternative 
technology was of equal of less risk than 
land disposal (Element 3). This final 
case commences with an evaluation that 
all alternatives are more risky than land 
disposal, resulting in EPA's 
determination that treatment technology 
is not available (Element 26). 

Under this discision-making sequence, 
EPA's first regulatory action may be to 
exercise its authorities under section 
3004(h)(2) to grant a nationwide 
variance from the statutory effective 
date for the prohibition on placement of 
such wastes in land disposal units 
(Element 27).In this particular sequence, 
alternative treatment capacity is clearly 
not adequate, since the Agency will 
have concluded, based upon its 
comparative risk assessments, that no 
treatment technology is protective of 
human health and the evironment. If 
EPA finds that capacities of “protective” 
recovery and disposal technologies also 
are inadequate, the Agency may grant a 
variance for up to 2 years. 

The purpose behind granting the 
nationwide variance under this final 
decision-making sequence is to provide 
affected generators and facility owners 
and operators an opportunity to develop 
new technologies or improve existing 
technologies such that the minimum 
requirements of section 3004({m) are 
achieved and the risks of managing 


-what distinguishes this sequence (as 
well as the next sequence from the 
previous sequences) is that most 
generators and facility owners or 
operators are not expected to be able to 
comply with the treatment standard, 
since no technologies are available that 
are capable of achieving it. 

Decision-Case IV—Alternative 
technology is more risky than land 
disposal. 


wastes through these technologies are 
not greater than the risks associated 
with land disposal of the wastes 
(Element 28). 

By the end of the nationwide variance 
(which may not exceed 2 years), EPA 
may promulgate a section 3004({m) 
treatment standard if, during the period 
of the nationwide variance, new or 
improved treatment technologies are 
developed that meet the minimum 
requirement of section 3004(m) and do 
not pose greater risks than those posed 
by land disposal (Element 29). The 


‘BDAT standard would take effect 


immediately at the end of the 
nationwide variance. 

As indicated earlier, once the Section 
3004(m) treatment standards take effect, 
wastes that comply with them may 
continue to be managed in land disposal 
units. Wastes that do not comply will be 
prohibited from continued placement in 
land disposal units after the effective 
date unless generators or facility owners 
or operators have béen granted case-by- 
case extensions of the effective date or 
have submitted petitions successfully 
demonstrating that continued land 
disposal of the wastes is protective of 
human health and the environment 
(Element 30). 

Under this decision-making sequence, 
however, if new or improved treatment 
technologies or treatment trains 
applicable to waste affected by this 
decision-making sequence do not 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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develop during the period of the 
nationwide variance, EPA will continue 
to determine that treatment technology 
is not “available” for these wastes and 
will establish the screening levels as the 
treatment standards (Element 31). 
Options available to the generators and 
owners or operators are the same as 
those described in Decision III, when no 
treatment technology is “available” 
(Element 32). 

This completes the description of 
EPA’s proposed decision-making 
framework for exercising its 
responsibilities in implementing the 
statutory prohibitions on land disposal 
enacted in section 3004 (d), (e), and (g), 
including establishing section 3004(m) 
treatment standards and their 
associated effective dates. EPA has 
applied this framework in today’s 
proposal to two classes of hazardous 
wastes—certain dioxin-containing 
wastes and certain solvent wastes. EPA 
requests comment on all aspects of 
these four decision pathways. 


C. Treatment Standards and Effective 
Dates for Solvents 


Pursuant to section 3004(e), EPA has 
applied the proposed decision-making 
framework in developing section 
3004(m) treatment standards (40 CFR 
Part 268, Subpart D) for solvent wastes 
(EPA Wasts Codes F001 through F005, 
P002, U031, U002, U037, U052, U057, 
U070, Uo80, U112, U117, U140, U154, 
U159, U161, U169, U196, U210, U211, 
U220, U226, U228, U121, and U239). 


1. Screening Levels/Liner Protection 
Threshold 


Screening levels were back calculated 
for all applicable solvent constituents 
contained in these wastes, based upon 
their chemical, physical, and 
toxicological properties. However, in 
addition to toxicological threats, solvent 
wastes may also adversely affect liners 
and may mobilize other hazardous 
constitutents contained in land disposal 
units. Accordingly, EPA is proposing 
today to establish a liner protection 
threshold concentration level of 2 ppm 
to guard against these additional threats 
posed in the land disposal of solvent 
wastes, based upon the lowest 
concentration know to adversely affect 
synthetic liners in short term tests and a 
hundredfold safety factor. Wherever the 
toxicologically derived screening levels 
are greater than 2 ppm or where ever the 
levels are not developed due to the 
absence of toxicological data (e.g., for 
ignitable solvents), this concentration 
level will be used as an override, 
replacing the screening level for the 
constituent. 





2. Best Demonstrated Achievable 
Technologies 


EPA has determined that a number of 
technologies are applicable to the 
treatment/recovery of solvent wastes, 
including biological degradation, steam 
stripping, carbon absorption, distillation, 
incineration, and fuel substitution. The 
Agency is proposing to identify “best 
demonstrated achievable technologies 
for each solvent waste based upon the 
waste’s physical form, the specific 
solvent constituents it contains, and the 
concentrations at which such 
constituents are present. For all solvent 
wastes subject to today’s proposed 
rulemaking, best demonstrated 
treatment technologies are identified 
that are capable of achieving the 
screening levels for the applicable 
solvent constituents contained in these 
wastes. Furthermore, although final 
evaluations have not yet been 
completed, preliminary results indicate 
that these best demonstrated treatment 
technologies do not pose total risks to 
human health and the environment 
greater than those posed in the direct 
land disposal of most categories of the 
solvent wastes subject te today’s 
proposed rulemaking. Detailed analysee 
are underway, however, to evaluate 
risks posed by the treatment of certain 
categories of solvent waste streams in 
steam strippers and incinerators. Since 
greater risks may be posed by these 
technologies only for a small subset of 
the solvent wastes subject to today's 
proposed rulemaking, EPA is continuing 
to classify both of these technologies as 
available treatment technologies for 
purposes of establishing the section 
3004{m) treatment standards until the 
results of the detailed analyses are 
available. 


3. Proposed Section 3004{m) Treatment 
Standards 


EPA is proposing section 3004{m) 
treatment standards {40 CFR Part 268, 
Subpart D) for each of the subject 
solvent waste streams under Decision 
Sequence 1 of the proposed land 
disposal restrictions decision-making 
framework. The Agency has determined 
that the screening levels for each 
Appendix Vil solvent constituent 
(including all situations in which EPA is 
proposing to override the toxicologically 
derived thresholds with the 2 ppm liner 
protection threshold) can be achieved 
by the best demonstrated achievable 
treatment technologies identified for the 
various categories of solvent waste 
streams. Accordingly, EPA is proposing 
the screening level or liner protection 
threshold as the section 3004 (m) 


treatment standards for each Appendix - 


VII constituent contained in the solvent 
wastes subject to today's proposed 
rulemaking, capping off the required 
technology performance levels at these 
protective levels. 


4. Effective Dates 


EPA is proposing to establish 
immediate effective dates ({i.e., 
November 8, 1986) pursuant to section 
3004(e) for all but three of the categories 
of solvent wastes subject to today's 
proposed rulemaking. The Agency bases 
its proposed decision not to grant 
national variances under section 3004 
(h)(2) for these solvent wastes upon 
determinations that available capacities 
of treatment technologies capable of 
achieving the proposed treatment 
standards for these wastes, in 
conjunction with the capacities of 
alternative recovery and disposal 
technologies, are sufficient to 
accommodate all of the quantities of 
these solvent wastes that are currently 
land disposed. Accordingly, solvent 
wastes subject to today’s proposed 
rulemaking that do not comply with 
applicable section 3004(m) treatment 
standards will be prohibited from 
continued land disposal commencing 
November 8, 1986, unless case-by-case 
effective date extensions are granted 
under section 3004 (h) (3) or unless 
petitions for continued land disposal are 
approved under section 3004(e). 

EPA is, however, proposing to grant a 
2-year national variance, the longest 
effective date variance authorized under 
section 3004 (h}{2), for these categories 
of solvent wastes subject to today’s 
proposed rulemaking: Solvent-water 
mixtures (wastewaters) containing less 
than 1 percent (10,000 ppm) of total 
organic constituents and less than 1 
percent (10,000 ppm) of total solids; 
inorganic sludges and solids containing 
less than 1 percent (10,000 ppm) total 
organic constituents; solvent- 
contaminated soils. The Agency bases 
the proposed national variances for 
these solvent wastes upon a 
determination that the capacities of 
alternative treatment technologies 
capable of achieving the treatment 
standards for these wastes (wastewater 
treatment units and incinerators), in 
conjunction with the capacities of 
alternative recovery and disposal 
technologies, are insufficient to 
accommodate the quantites of these 
solvent wastes currently managed in 
land disposal units. Accordingly, the 
section 3004{m) treatment standards 
proposed for these two categories of 
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solvent wastes will not take effect until 
November 8, 1988. 


D. Treatment Standards and Effettive 
Dates for Dioxins 


Pursuant to section 3004(e), EPA has 
applied the proposed decision-making 
framework in developing section 
3004(m) treatment standards (40 CFR 
Part 268, Subpart D) for dioxin- 
containing waste (EPA Waste Codes 
F020, F021, F022, F023, F026, F027, and 
F028, containing particular chlorinated 
dioxins, -dibenzofurans, and -phenols). 


1. Screening Levels 


Screening levels were back-calculated 
for each Appendix VII hazardous 
constituent contained in these wastes, 
based upon their chemical, physical, and 
toxicological properties. In many cases, 
the screening levels calculated for these 
constituents are below established 
detection limits achievable using 
standard EPA analytical methods. 


2. Best Demonstrated Achievable 
Technologies 


EPA has determined that the best 
demonstrated technology applicable to 
the treatment of dioxin-containing 
wastes is incineration at 99.9999 percent 
destruction or removal efficiency (six 9s 
DRE) or an equivalent thermal treatment 
technology. Furthermore, the Agency 
has determined that incineration to six 
9s DRE does not pose total risks to 
human health and the environment that 
are greater than those posed in direct 
land disposal of the dioxin-containing 
wastes subject to today's proposed 
rulemaking. However, the Agency 
cannot state conclusively that 
incineration at six 9s DRE can achieve 
the screening levels for these dioxin- 
containing wastes, since many of the 
levels are below established detection 
limits (due to the highly toxic nature of 
the chlorinated constituents). 


3. Proposed Section 3004{m) Treatment 
Standards 


EPA is proposing section 3004(m)- 
treatment standards (40 CFR Part 268, 
Subpart D) for each of the subject 
dioxin-containing waste streams under 
Decision Sequence 2 of the proposed 
land disposal restrictions decision- 
making framework. The Agency has not 
been able to determine that the 
screening levels for each Appendix VIi 
constituent can be achieved by the best 
demonstrated available treatment 
technology identified for these wastes. 
Incineration at six 9s DRE has been 
identified as the best demonstrated 
available technology for these dioxin- 
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containing wastes,.and the Agency has 
determined that incineration at six 9s 
DRE achieves substantial reductions in 
the mobility and toxicity of these dioxin- 
containing wastes.and their chlorinated 
constituents. Incineration at six 9's DRE 
is expected to reduce the concentration 
of the dioxins of concern to levels below 
established EPA detection limits 
(detection limit 1 ppb). Accordingly, the 
Agenoy is proposing to specify the 
section 3004{m) treatment standard at 
the detection limit (1 ppb), and ‘to 
identify the back-calculated screening 
levels for these wastes.as ‘the long-term 
goals ‘toward which future treatment 
standards will aim as current analytical 
methods ‘are improved or new methods 
of detection are developed: Accordingly, 
under EPA's proposed ‘treatment 
standard, all dioxi wastes 
will be prohibited from placement in 
land disposal units unless first treated in 
accordance with the treatment 
requirements specified in §§'264:343, 
265.383, 265.352, if:any levels of tthe 
chlorinated dioxins, -dibenzefurans, and 
-phenols are detected in extracts 
(leachates) from these wastes. 
Conversely, under today’s proposed 
treatment standard, land disposal 
without prior incineration will be 
permitted for all diexin-contaminated 
wastes whose chlorinated constituents 
are not detected in EPA’s approved 
leachate test procedures. 


4. Effective Dates 


EPA is proposing to grant a 2-year 
national variance, ‘the longest effective 
date variance authorized under section 
3004(h){2), for all dioxin-containing 
wastes subject to ‘today's proposed 
rulemaking. The Agency bases ‘fhe 
proposed national variance far ‘these 
dioxin-containing wastes upon.a 
determination that no incinerator or 
thermal treatment facility has yet been 
approved by EPA to treat dioxin- 
containing wastes, and that no 
alternative recovery or disposal 
technologies have ‘been identified that 
are protective of human health and the 
environment in the management of these 
highly ‘toxic ‘wastes. Accordingly, 
today's proposed :section ‘3004(m) 
treatment.standard, requiring 
incineration of dioxin-containing wastes 
at six 9s DRE prior ‘to placement in land 
disposal units, will not take.effect until 
November 8, 1988. The Agency will 
reconsider the length of this national 
variance and may ‘institute:an earlier 
effective date if.one.or more facilities 
are certified to treat these dioxin- 
containing wastes. 


III. Detailed Analysis of Proposed. 
Regulatory Framework 


A. Conceptual Approach To 
Establishing Screening Levels 


As discussed in Unit II, EPA proposes 
to develop both technology-based levels 
and screening levels to establish 
treatment.standards. This unit discusses 
the Agency's approach to establishing 
screening levels. In onder to identify 
when land disposal.of.a hazandous 
waste is protective of human health and 
the environment for the purpose of 
determining screening Jevels, BPA thas 
established a.camprehensive modeling 
approach which will be used to assess 
potential adverse effects to human 
health and the environment throngh 
release of contaminants fram land 
disposal units to,ground watter, surface 
water, and.air. Today's notice specifies 


‘soreening procedures for both ground 


water and surface water exposure. In 
addition, EPA's general approach to the 
air exposure medel és described. 
However, {his.component has been 
sufficiently developed for inclusion as.a 
specific proposal in today's mule. EPA 
anticipates issuing the specific proposal 
for the air.exposure evaluation 
component for publication iim dhe Rederal 
Register within the next 6 months. 

The ground water and surface water 
screening procedures use-concentration- 
based fate and transport models that 
start from.a potential point of human 
exposure at.a concentration deemed to 
be protective of human health or the 
environment and'back .calouilaite the 
constituent concentration ima leachate 
immediately beneath or adjacent to ‘the 
land disposal unit that will ensure that 
the specified protective level is mot 
exceeded at the point of potential 
exposure. In those cases where EPA 
specifies the treatment standend as a 
leach concentration, a. new extraction 
procedure will be used ‘to determine if 
an extract from a waste exceeds ‘the 
specified level. Wse:of an extraction, or 
leaching procedure, provides a 
mechanism for accounting for ithe entire 
spectrum of physical fonms.of a waste. 
Accordingly, use of the extraction 
procedure allows recggnition of the fact 
that physical form (i.e, the waste 
matrix) will influence ‘the ‘leachability of 
constituents in the waste. 

Generally, predictive modeling, such 
as that being used te back calouiate 
acceptable.constituent concentrations, 
is done.en a site-speoific basis. 
However, use of a site-specific approach 
would provide only for an evaluation of 
existing land disposal units, and would 
net guarantee protection of human 
health and the environment at future 


disposal sites.4m addition, EPA would 
not be able to make site-specrfic 
evaluations of necessary treatment 
levels withim the ‘timeframes for 
decision-making prowided by the statute. 
As a result, BPA has concluded that ithe 
most reasonable and efficient approach 
to.canrying out the statutory dinective iis 
to develop a generic scenario on which 
to base the Jewels. Because these levels 
are intended ‘to identify levels that are 
protective, to the best of EPA's 
knowledge, at all existing and future 
land disposal sites, and thereby define 
when wastes can be iand disposed 
without prior treatment, tthe assumptions 
used in modeling must be conservative, 
i.e,, representing a reasonable worst 
case. 

The screening provedumes ane generic 
in two ways. First, a universal facility 
type was developed representing a 
closed kandfill, waste pile, or surface 
impoundment. in otfher words, EPA is 
setting a single soreening level for a 
constituent in a waste, regandless of 
what type of disposal mmit the waste will 
be placed in, untess tthe waste will ibe 
injected into am underground injection 
well. (As explained previously, ‘the 
framework and treatment standards 
being proposed today do not apply ‘to 
injected wastes.) EPA is also 


standards. EPA’ 's considerations and 
plans in this area are discussed more 
fully in Unit JV of this preamble. 

The Agency believes that the statute 
does provide ithe discretion to iissue 
treatment standards that vary ‘based on 
the type of dand disposal unit that the 
waste will ibe placed in. However, fhe 
Agency further believes ‘that the statute 
does not ‘that such distinctions 
be made fin establishing treatment 
Agency realizes that ‘the, generic 
approach to establishing screening * 
levels does not ‘take into ‘account tthe 
multitude of variations ‘thet exist among 
different types of land disposal units 
and that some types of units may result 
in a higher level of protection ‘than ‘the 
generic unit used as ‘the basis for 
calculating screening levels. ‘Consistent 
with the overall philosophy of ‘the 
proposed framework, EPA believes that, 
generally, variations in facility design 
and operation can:best be considered .on 
a site-specific basis through the petition 
process. 

Secondly, tthe screening procedures 
are generic in the sense of the 
environmental setting of the modeled 
scenario. In order to address the range 
of possible environmental settings (e.g., 
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climatic condition, hydrogeology), the 
Agency developed a Monte Carlo 
simulation method for establishing the 
back-calculated health-based 
thresholds. This approach 
accommodates possible variations in 
environmental settings, the uncertainties 
in specific chemical properties, and the 
range of impact of engineered system 
releases from land disposal units. 
Instead of specifying a single value for 
each input parameter to the model, 
representing a reasonable worst case, 
the Monte Carlo simulation method 
involves a large number of computer 
runs with values for each input 
parameter drawn from data sets 
describing the range of possible values 
for each parameter and the distribution 
of values within the range. Additionally, 
where parameters are correlated, and 
therefore dependent, the relationships 
are accounted for in the Monte Carlo 
routine. The output from the Monte 
Carlo routine (e.g., 1,000 runs) can then 
be organized into tabulated values or 
graphical presentations of cumulative 
frequency distributions. In this manner 
the back-calculated screening 
concentration selected for any 
hazardous constituent can be evaluated 
for its probability of occurrence. 

As a matter of policy, the Agency 
proposes to select the 90 percent level of 
the Monte Carlo probability distribution 
as the appropriate regulatory level. In 
this case, the level of treatment selected 
will ensure that downgradient 
concentrations will not exceed the 
specified target concentration in more 
than 10 percent of all possible settings 
for RCRA Subtitle C land disposal units. 

The Agency believes that selection of 
the 90 percent level is reasonable 
because of the extreme unlikelihood that 
hazardous waste land disposal facilities 
would be sited in the very worst 
locations. EPA believes that selection of 
a level higher than 90 percent would 
result in setting screening levels on 
highly improbable scenarios. Analysis 
based on currently available 
information on existing hazardous waste 
facilities indicates that the facilities 
analyzed fall well below this 90 percent 
level (Ref. 2). However, as further data 
becomes available, the Agency will 
continue to examine the appropriateness 
of this level. 

The Agency is also considering an 
alternative method of deriving the 
effective screening levels for 
carcinogens from the distribution of 
results from the back-calculation 
models. Under this alternative, the 
Agency would choose a cutoff percentile 
such that the target protection level (e.g. 
10~*) is achieved in most cases and the 


risk to individuals falling beyond the 
cutoff also falls in the acceptable risk 
range. 

To meet these objectives, the 
maximum risk posed in cases beyond 
the percentile cutoff (which can be no 
greater than the risk of directly ingesting 
full strength leachate) is required to fall 
within the Agency's acceptable risk 
range of 10~* to 10-7). Ingestion of full 
strength leachate is a conservative 
assumption but necessary to estimate 
the potential risk in cases beyond the 
cut-off point. (The actual risk in those 
cases is likely to be much less.) For 
example, if the 75th percentile point on 
the Monte Carlo distribution is selected, 
then the corresponding leachate level 
(screening levels) will assure that in 75 
percent of the scenarios modeled, the 
chemical and physical characteristics of 
the waste disposal scenario will result 


in dilution of the leachate down to a 107 


risk level (i.e., the target risk level) by 
the time it migrates a distance of 500 
feet downgradient. The risk to exposed 
individuals in these scenarios will be 
less than or equal to 10~& In the 
remaining 25 percent of scenarios the 
MEI risk will be greater than 10-*, but 
will never be greater than the risk posed 
by drinking pure undiluted leachate. 
Thus, the maximum risk can be assured 
to remain within the Agency's 
acceptable risk range of 10~* to 10~? by 
selecting a leachate limit (screening 
level) that itself is associated with a risk 
no greater than 10-* (by comparing the 
leachate limit corresponding to each 
point on the Monte Carlo distribution 
with its associated risk from the 
constituent’s dose response curve). 

Accordingly, in selecting the 
percentile cutoff for each constituent, 
one would move down the Monte Carlo 
distribution to the lowest percentile 
point where the associated threshold 
concentration (leachate standard) still 
falls within the Agency's acceptable risk 
range. A more complete discription of 
this alternative may be found in the 
record for this rulemaking. 

In developing the ground water and 
surface water screening procedures, it is 
necessary to specify a distance 
representing a potential point of human 
exposure. As discussed previously, EPA 
interprets the statute to require that 
there be no migration to a point of 
potential exposure at a level that can 
cause adverse health or environmental 
effects. Because the legislation and 
legislative history indicate Congress’ 
concern with the long-term uncertainties 
associated with land disposal, selection 
of the exposure point based on the 
current location of exposed individuals 
is inappropriate. Rather, the exposure 
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point must represent a point of potential 
exposure both during the active life of 
the facility, as well as after the closure 
and the post-closure care periods. This 
is because exposure, particularly to very 
persistent and slow-moving 
constituents, can occur many years after 
the facility has closed. 

EPA has defined the point of potential 
exposure in terms of an area of effective 
control; i.e., the area over which an 
owner/operator can exercise control 
designed to ensure that there will be no 
exposure to hazardous constituents at 
concentrations that adversely effect 
human health or the environment. This 
approach is consistent with both the 
exposure point being proposed today for 
the petition process under § 268.5 as 
well as the definition of potential 
exposure for determining alternate 
concentration limits pursuant to the Part 
264 ground water protection program 
(Ref. 98). Under this approach, 
constituent concentrations are predicted 
not to exceed the health effect levels 
beyond the area of effective control. 
Thus, the approach assures protection of 
resources such as ground water beyond 
the exposure point regardless of 
whether they are currently being used 
for human consumption. Designation of 
an appropriate exposure point is 
discussed in more detail in Unit II1.A.2, 
3; and 4. 

In selecting appropriate models for the 
proposed screening procedure, a number 
of existing models were evaluated. The 
criteria for this evaluation were as 
follows: 

(1) The model must be suitable for a 
generic application. 

(2) To be suitable for use with an 
extraction procedure, (i.e., to be able to 
account for differences in physical form 
of a waste), the models must fit into or 
be easily modified for use in the back 
calculation procedure and model 
outputs must be expressed as a 
concentration. 

(3) Because of the time constraints 
imposed by the legislation for refining 
existing data or developing additional 
data, the data requirements of the model 
should not be extensive. 

(4) The models should account for, to 
the extent allowed by the state-of-the- 
art, the major physical/chemical 
processes known to affect the fate and 
transport of constituents through the 
environment. 

Based on discussions with experts in 
the field, the Agency determined that 
the available ground water fate and 
transport models considered did not 
meet all four selection criteria. 
Specifically, although the analytical 
models required relatively limited data 
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imputs, none satisfied all of the ‘three 
remaining ariteria. Most were developed 
for different applications and could net 
be applied to the desired genenic 
‘scenario. The numerical models 
evaluated required extensive data 
inputs and\were mone applicable jto site- 
specific evaluations than to ithe desired 
generic evaluation. Aaiditionally, ‘the 
Agency determined that none of ithe 
analytical er numerical models could 
easily be modified to:meet all four 
‘oniteria. 

Asa result, the Agency investigated 
alternatives including fhe use of a one- 
dimensional advective-dispersive 


equation which also accounted for Tirst- | 


order decay of hazardous constituents., 
Becanse ‘this equation failed ‘to account 
for processes known to occur ‘in ‘the 
ground water environment the Agency 
rejected its use. With assistance from 
experts ‘in the ‘field, the Agency selected 
a two-dimensional advective-dispersive 
transport model which met all of the 
evaluation criteria. This model accounts 
for most-of the major physical.and 
chemical processes known to influence 
movement.and transformation of 
chemicals in ground water. The model 
was presented to EPA's Science 
Advisory Board (SAB) for review. Based 
on comments received from ‘fhe SAB 
(available iin.the docket for fhis 
rulemaking), fhe Agency.revised fhe 
ground water model to:address the 
major points of concern including the 
assumption of complete mixing of 
leachate over the aquifer, speciation of 
metals in ground water, and the related 
subjects of variabilty and the genenic- 
mature of the screening procedure. The 
model relates, through mass balance 
principles, the mass flux.of leachate 
emanating from Jand.disposal units ‘to 
the nature of the Jeachate (ar 
penetration of leachate) after it is mixed 
in the aquifer. The Agency estimated 
long-term flux rates from.a RCRA 
Subtitle C land disposal unit using the 
Hydrologic Evaluation.of Landfill 
Perfonmanoe (HELP) model. The HELP 
model was.developed by EPA 
specifically as.a toal far estimating 
water budget components of Jandfill 
designs. The water budget components 
include sunoff, evapotranspiration, 
surface drainage and leachate resulting 
from infiltration. HELP uses 
Climatologic, soils, .and.design data to 
produce daily estimates of water 
movement across, iirito, through and.out 
of landfills. Precipitation in excess of 
losses due to surface’ runoff and 
evapotranspiration will result in net 
infiltration to soils. The Agency 
considered net infiltration to be 


comparable to longterm :chemical flux 
from land.disposal units. 

Estimates of metal :species 
distributions inground water will be 
determined using the geochemical model 
MINTEQ. MINTEQ iis an equilibrium 
model that uses the equilibrium constant 
approach ‘to solving the chemical 
equilibrium problem. Because different 
species of a metal cause different 
biological effects, this model better 
relates metals cancentrations and 
ground water chemistry to.observed 
effects. 

The praposed ground water screening 
procedure accounts for most.of the 
major physical and chemical processes 
known to influence movement .of 
chemicals .in:simple, hamogeneous and 
isotropic porous media under steady 
flow conditions The mechanisms | 
considered include the process by which 
solutes.are transported by the ‘bulk 
motion of flowing ground water; 
dispersion or spreading of contaminants 
as ‘they move wifh the ground water in 
‘the longitudinal, lateral, and vertical 
dimensions {x, y, z planes); sorption or 
‘itereaction of dissolved contaminants 
with aquifer solids encountered in fhe 
flow path; first-order decay fer axganics 
limited to hydrelysis;.and speciation of 
metals in-ground water. The model also . 


- incorporates several reasonable worst- 


case assumptions, ‘such as saturated ‘soil 
conditions ‘providing zero attenuation, 
and tnfinite source which supplies a 
continuous input to ‘the ground water 
environment, and a receptor well 
directly in line wiith ‘the source and 
ground water flow. A more detailed 
discussion.of ithe ground water model, 
including the various ‘component models 
such as HELP and MINTEQ, iis 
contained iin ‘Unit TH.A:2. Additional 
specific details on ithe MINTBQ 
component of fhe model will be 
published iin ‘the proposed rulemaking 
for constituents addressed iby section 
3804(d), ize., the California List. 

Developmentiof ithe proposed surface 
water screening procedure was guided 
iby the same requirements as tthe ground 
water component. The Agency 
determined that none of the existing 
analytical ormmmerical computer 
models could easily be modified to meet 
all the criteria. Since numerical 
solutions are more i to ‘site- 
specific evaluations and not the desired 
igeneric.evaluation, an analytical 
solution was chosen for its 
computational ‘simplicity. 

After reviewing available analytical 
solutions ‘to the major zones of interest 
in the stream, ithe Agency selected 


‘lateral dispersion near the area of 


leachate entry. into the stream and a 
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one-dimensional zone downstream ‘from 
the area of leachate entry where tthe 
stream is completely mixed. Two 
solutions were developed for the 
governing equations. Both approaches, 
based onanass balance principles ‘but 
using different boundary conditions, 
produce similar results, thereby 
confirming tthe operational model (‘the 
computer code resulting from the 


equations). — 
The proposed surface water screening 


procedure accounts for ithe major 
physical and chemical processes known 
to influence a sirsam. The important 
mechanisms considered inchude initial 
dilution; advection; dispersion iin ‘the 
longitudinal and lateral dimensions; 
degradation; and sorption. The 
procedure also incorporates several 
reasonable worst:case ‘assumptions, 
such.as the contaminated ground water 
imtercepting the stream continuously, the 
fish residing ‘in the most contaminated 


portion of the stream, and no loss during 


overland flow (i.e., adsorption, 
dispersion, and chemi 
transformation). The mechanics of the 
surface water model are discussed 
further in Unit HLA. 

Through ‘the use of conservative 
modeling assumption, conservative back 
calculation starting points and selection 
of the 90 percent devel in the Monte 
Carlo probability distribution, the 
Agency believes ‘that ithe screening 
levels represent levels that are, ‘to ‘the 
best of EPA's knowledge, protective at 
future and existing hazardous waste 
land disposal sites. ‘Constituents at 
levels below these screens are 
considered not to be of regulatary 
concern and thus ibe land disposed 
at amy ‘Subtitle C facility. It is likely, 
however, ‘that levels above these 
thresholds may be protective at specific 
sites. Under the framework established 
in today's proposed rule, site-specific 
factors ‘that could result ina 
determination that ‘higher levels are 
protective can be considered through the 
petition precess described in Unit Hl. G. 

A detailed description of the 
detenmination of the apprepriate starting 
level for tthe back calculation, as well as 
the : ing procedures for grountl 
water, sufface water and air exposure, 
follows. 


1. Back Calculation Starting Points 


‘a. ‘Constituents of concern. As noted 
earlier, in developing screening levels 
that ane protective of human health and 
the environment, BPA will define 
“protective” as fhat term is used in 
section 3004 {(d), (e), and (g). Specifically, 
these subsections provide that BPA may 
not determine that a method of land 
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disposal is “protective” for a certain 
waste unless it is demonstrated that 
“there will be no migration of hazardous 
constituents from the disposal unit or 
injection zone for as long as the waste 
remains hazardous.” The term 
“hazardous constituents” is used in 40 
CFR 264.93 to connote constituents 
listed in Appendix VIII to 40 CFR Part 
261. It is presumed that Congress was 
cognizant of this usage and intended the 
term to have the same meaning in 
section 3004 (d), (e), and (g). Indeed, in 
the legislative history to new section 
3004(u) of RCRA, which also uses the 
term “hazardous constituent,” Congress 
explicitly states that “[the] term 
‘hazardous constituent’ as used in this 
provision is intended to mean those 
constituents listed in Appendix VIII of 
the RCRA regulations” (H.R. Rep. No. 

- 98-198, 98th Cong., ist Sess. 60 (1983)). 
Absent an indication of contrary intent, 
it is presumed that Congress intends a 
term to be given consistent meaning ~ 
throughout a statute. 

Thus, in requiring a showing of no 
migration of “hazardous constituents” 
under section 3004 (d), (e), and (g), 
Congress appears to indicate that land 
disposal of a particular hazardous waste 
may not be found protective unless it is 
demonstrated that there will be no 
migration of the Appendix VIII 
constituents of that waste from the 
disposal unit for as long as the waste 
remains hazardous. This, in turn, implies 
that in order for land disposal of a waste 
to be deemed “protective” by virtue of 
compliance with screening standards 

- established under section 3004(m), it 
must be demonstrated that all Appendix 
VIII constituents in that waste meet 
applicable threshold levels. In order to 
make this determination, EPA must set 
screening levels for all Appendix VIII 
constituents. 

The foregoing interpretation seems 
consistent with congressional intent 
when applied to decisions on the 
“protectiveness” of a waste under 
section 3004(g). It seems clear that 
Congress intended EPA to consider 
directly or indirectly all Appendix VIII 
constituents in making a finding that a 
waste addressed by this section is safe 
for land disposal. However, EPA 
believes that Congress intended a 
different treatment for wastes regulated 
under section 3004(d) and (e). These 
subsections identify wastes that require 
attention in the near term to address 
specific enumerated constituents of 
concern. Thus, the wastes listed in 
section 3004(e) (i.e., solvent- and dioxin- 
containing wastes) are to be evaluated 
for their solvent and dioxin content 
within 24 months of enactment. The 


wastes identified in section 3004(d) (i.e., 
wastes containing certain listed 
constituents) are to be examined within 
32 months te determine whether the 
specified metals, corrosives, PCBs and 
halogenated organics are present in 
unacceptable concentrations. EPA 
believes that these “fast-track” 
decisions are intended to focus only on 
the enumerated constituents of concern 
and not upon all Appendix VII 
constituents in such wastes. Wastes 
containing unacceptable concentrations 
of the specified constituents will be 
banned from land disposal. Wastes 
containing such constituents in 
acceptable levels will be further 
evaluated for all other Appendix VIII 
constituents when EPA addresses listed 
and characteristic wastes under section 
3004(g). 

The Agency is now in the process of 
assessing data needed to establish 
health effect levels for all Appendix VIII 
constituents. The development of valid 
data is a time-consuming process. Little 
is known about the toxic effects of many 
of these constituents. Accordingly, EPA 
may not be able to generate information 
necessary to establish screening levels 
for all Appendix VIII constituents 
contained in the first group of scheduled 
wastes by the statutory deadline of 
August 8, 1988 (i.e., 45 months from 
enactment). If such an eventuality 
develops, the Agency is considering 
pursuing one of three alternatives to 
address the statutory directive. 

First, EPA may consider developing 
data to support the establishment of 
surrogates for certain Appendix VIII 
constituents. Under this approach, EPA 
would attempt to draw an analogy 
between the toxic effects of a chemical 
for which there are well-documented 
toxicological data and the toxic effects 
of one or more Appendix VIII 
constituents with similar molecular 
structures for which few toxicological 
data are available. This process, 
quantatitive structure activity 
relationship (QSAR) analysis, has been 
used to predict the toxicity of chemicals 
to mammalian and aquatic species. The 
process relies heavily on the 
professional judgment of toxicologists 
and chemists, and to a limited extent, on 
computer modeling. Second, EPA may 
consider amending the existing 
regulations to delete, for purposes of the 
restrictions program, consideration of 
many of the exotic Appendix VIII 
constituents for which toxic effects data 
are not'available. The constituents 
considered for deletion would be those 
that are expected to be present in very 
few, if any, hazardous wastes. 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 


Federal Register / Vol. 51, No. 9 / Tuesday, January 14, 1986 / Proposed Rules 


Finally, EPA may adopt an approach 
which provides that wastes containing 
hazardous constituents for which health 
effect levels have not been developed 
will be automatically banned from land 
disposal unless the waste complies with 
applicable technology-based 
pretreatment standards or is the subject 
of a successful petition. Under this 
approach, it is assumed that a successful 
petition would have to demonstrate that 
the constituents for which toxic effects 
data are unavailable will not reach the 
receptor point, or the petitioner would 
have to develop sufficient data on: the 
toxic effects of the constituent in 
question to provide EPA a basis for 


’ determining that the constituents in 


question will not migrate to the receptor 
point at a level in excess of “safe” 
concentrations. It is also assumed that 
sufficient data will be available to 
conclude that a treatment technology 
that adequately addresses certain 
constituents (for which sufficient 
toxicological and treatability data are 
available) will also adequately address 
Appendix VIII constituents for which 
there are insufficient toxicological data, 
but which can be expected to respond to 
treatment in a similar manner because 
of similar molecular structure. 

EPA solicits comment on these 
alternative approaches to addressing 
Appendix VIII constituents in the 
absence of complete toxic effects data. 

b. Chronic v acute effects. There are 
two patterns of toxic chemical 
exposure—chronic and acute—which 
give rise to somewhat distinct responses 
in the individual exposed and require 
different strategies for control. The 
kinds of events unique to land disposal 
which result in chronic, recurrent 
exposure are the undetected, inevitable 
and widespread deterioration of 
synthetic liners and the underlying 
containment system. Thus, the primary 
intent of the restrictions program is to 
address the problems of the long-term, 
unpredictable failure of land disposal 
leading to chronic exposure. The 
legislative history clearly states this 
intent of Congress. “The objectives of 
this program are twofold . . . the 
second objective is to ensure that land 
disposal is used only for those wastes 
for which it can reasonably be 
anticipated to be protective of human 
health and the environment in the very 
long term even if there are no treatment 
alternatives.” (H.R. Rep. No. 98-198, 98th 
Cong., ist Sess. 30 (1983)). “The program 
is based upon a finding that land 
disposal in general is the least desirable 
form of waste management because of 
the problems associated with assuring 
long-term containment of hazardous 
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_waste.” (S. Rep. '\No..98-284, 98th Cong., 
1st Sess. 18,(1983)). Events causing acute 
effects ane usually sudden.and not- 
recusrent €.g., ‘fires, explosions.and 
spills—problems inherent in.any waste 
management activity. The Agenoy bas 
already promulgated restrictions and 
other segulations to address these 
events, (see 40:OFR Pants 264 .and 270); 
therefore, they are mot the primary fecus 
of the restrictions program. Moreover, 
concentration levels based on chronic 
effects should protect.against acute 
harm. Tolerable tevels for acute 
exposure-are often set ‘higher fhan fhe 
corresponding levels for chronic 
recurrent. exposure because in the acute 

* case physiological repair may take place 
before any subsequent exposure. For 
example, .EPA-established emergency 
levels (health advisories) for'brief 
exposure to containments in dririking 
waterdikely would be higher than ‘the 
levels set for these same cortaminants 
under chronic exposure. 

c. Single constituents v mixtures. In 
establishing screening tevels, individual 
constituents in each waste ‘must ’be 
evaluated. Under ‘the approach set forth 
inthis proposed rule, each constituent 
will be considered ‘independently. 

‘The assumption fhat each chemical 
‘behaves independently means ‘that‘no 
interactive effects (e-g.,-antagonism, 
synergism or additive) iin ‘the 
environment or-upon the human system 
are considered én ‘the initial screening 
levels. Interactions can be dependent-on 
the nature of ‘the chemicals, the 
mechanism ‘of ‘toxicological effect, as 
well as possible species-specific 
metabolism. EPA believes it does not 
have adequate data to characterize 
these relationships and, accordingly, iis 
unable ito set timits ‘based on interactive 
effects. In ‘the future it may be possible 
to modify existing reference doses (i-,, 
health limits) ‘to reflect ‘the potential 
interactions when more data ‘are 
available. 

d. Noncarcinogenic censtituents. 
Implementation.of the various/back _ 
caloulation models requires ‘the initial 
input of a single /health-based limit for 
each constituent. Determination of ‘the 
appropriate thealth-based ilimit is 
dependent upon ithe mature of the ‘toxic 
effect af the consfituent, specifically 
whether or not tthe canstituent iis a 
carcinogen. 

Ss which cause systemic 

texicity fie., other fhan cancer), appear 

to. doso mechanisms which 

exhibit physiological thresholds. ‘Thus, a 

reserve capacity, aesumed ‘to.exist 
within an erganiism, must be depleted or 
overwhelmed before toxic effects ‘are 
evident. Simply put, foreach 
noncaroimogenic endpoint of toxicity 


there.is.some low level.of exposure 
which. should have no.effect.on humans. 
Protection against a texic.chronic effect 
fora. noncarcinggen.is.achieved by — 
keeping exposure levels at or ‘below the 
threshold dose. 

‘For noncascinogenic [fhreshold) 
constituents, fhe Agency is proposing to 
use reference doses (RfDs) as fhe 
starting point for the.baok calculation 
models. A.reference does ‘is an esfimate 
of a lifetime daily exposure of a 
substance to fhe general ‘human 
population, which appears ‘to’be without 
an appreciable risk of deleterious 
effects. Historically, this concept was 
donated ‘by the ‘term Acceptable Daily 
Intake (ADI). However, ‘the term 
“acceptable” implies ‘that exceeding the 
set level is“ unacceptable.” Current 
scientific understanding does not 
cansider this demarcation ‘to be rigid, 
such that dbove ‘this level adverse 
effects are necessarily evident. For brief 
periods and far email excursions dbove 
the ‘RD, adverse effects are urilikely to 
occur in most of the populetion. Several 
circumstances tan ‘be cited ‘however, in 
which particularly sensitive members of 
the population suffer adverse responses 
well below ‘he evel represented iby the 
RfD. ‘Most of ‘these spacial sensitivities 
cannot be artticipated ‘before ‘the fact 
and must be treated on a case-by-case 
basis. ‘Likewise, exoursions above the 
RfD cannot be anticipated ito be without 
effect in general and each such case 
must be treated individually by 
examining factors sudh as 
toxicokinetics, metabolism, nature and 
severity of effect, shape of ‘the dose- 
response ourve and nature of ‘fhe 

Historically, ADIs were first-used iby 
the Food and Drug Administration in 
1954 as apecific guidelines and 
recommendations on tthe use of ‘‘safe”’ 
levels of texic chemicals for humans 
(Ref. 68).'Since their initial use ‘for food 
additives and ‘the ingestion of pesticide 
residues by the FDA, ADIs have been 
used ‘by other pubhic health agencies iin 
establishing “safe” levels ‘for toxic 
chemicals in ofher contexts. The Food 
and Agricultural Organization, World 
Health and BPA have used 
ADIs a pesticide residue 
limits iin doodstuffs. The National 
Academy of Sciences and EPA ‘have 
estimated ADIs for purposes of safe 
7 of contaminants iin drinking water 
(Ref. 3). 

oe ifor estimating the RfD for 


icendpoints of toxicity is — 
to identify dhe highest dose ofa 


substance which causes no statistically 
or bidlogically significant effect in 
appropriately conducted ‘tests usually in 
experimental animals. This no- 


anes 


observed-adverse-effect-level (NOAEL) 
is an estimate of a population, rather 
than individual threshold. The RID is 
conan dividing the NOAEL ‘by 4 

italite scaling or uncertainty. factor 
(Ref 97). 

NQAELs usually are obtained from 
chronic. studies or subchzonic studies 
(e.g., 90-day studies in rodent species). 
Other types of ‘toxicological data such 
as. metabolism and pharmacokinetics, 
are used to.suppart the judgmental 
choice of.a particular dose level.as the 
INOAEL. Confidence in ‘the NOAEL, and 
therefore in the RID, is dependent on the 
quality of the ii fhe number 
and ¢ype of animals tested at each level, 
the mumiber and range of dose levels, the 
duration of the study fi.e.,. chronit versus 
subchronic}, .and the nature of the 
biological endpoint measured (i.e., the 
severity of the observed effects). The 
longer the duration of the study, the 
smaller is:the uncertainty factor applied 
to ithe NOAGL. Selection of fhe 
appropriate uncertainty factor involves 
scientific judgment in the application of 
general guidelines (Ref. 99). The 
derivation of RiDs used for establishing 
screening levels will ‘be documented and 
available far public:comment at the time 
thatthe specific fhresholds are 
proposed. 

It is important to note that information 
on exposure levels.in fhe environment 
(e.g., background Jevels) are not 
considered in the development of an 
RfD. Rather fhe RED reflects fhe total 
theoretical permissible daily human 
exposure from all.sources, including air, 
water, and food. Thus, when analyzing 
only one of several possible exposure 
routes, it is necessary to “apportion” or 
fractionate the RED to take into account 
other possible exposures. This concept 
is. discussed im detail ater im this unit. 

R£Ds, where available, were used by 
the Agency im tthe ‘toxicity ranking for 
noncarcinogens, .as part of fhe toxicity 
ranking scheme which formed, in part, 
the:} asis for fhe proposed land disposal 
restrictions schedule, as published in the 
Federal Register af/May 31, 1985,(50 FR 
documentation for that rule, 
RfDs have been calculated for many, but 
not all of the noncarcinogenic 


constituents far which the Agency will 


be establishing screening levels. 
Because the RED value is.critical to the 
proposed. approach for calculating 
screening levels, EPA has initiated a 
bioassay testing program o fill the 
existing data gaps. At a minimum, EPA 
will conduct 90-day subchronic studies 
in rodents on those hazardous waste 
constituents for which jew or 
inadequate chronic or subchranic 
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toxicological data exist. All chemicals 
for which RfDs have been calculated 
will be re-evaluated by an Agency 
workgroup and verified before being 
used as the basis for screening levels . 
(Ref. 121). 

Bioassay testing of compounds has 
not been completed for some of the 
constituents addressed in today's 
proposed rule. Accordingly, insufficient 
toxicological data exist for establishing 
an RfD. Therefore, in today’s proposed 
rule EPA is using preliminary data for 
isobutanol, ortho-, meta- and. para-cresql 
and 2,3,4,6-tetrachlorophenol while 
appropriate testing continues. EPA 
recently proposed a rule under section 
8(d) of the Toxic Substances Control Act 
to require past, current, and prospective 
manufacturers, importers, and 
processors of certain compounds for 
which data gaps exist to provide EPA 
with lists and copies of unpublished 
health and safety studies on these 
chemicals, as published in the Federal 
Register of October 7, 1985 (50 FR 
40874). 

e. Carcinogenic constituents. The use 
of the RfD is appropriate only for 
noncarcinogenic toxic endpoints. In the 
absence of chemical specific 
information on mechanism of action or 
kinetics, EPA science policy suggests 
that no threshold dose exists for 
carcinogens. No matter how small the 
dose, some risk remains. 

The dose-response assessment for 
carcinogens usually entails an 
extrapolation from an experimental high 
dose range and observed carcinogenic 
effects in an animal bioassay to a dose 
range where there are no experimental 
data, by means of a pre-selected dose- 
response model. The slope of the dose- 
response curve is determined by this 
model. EPA's Carcinogen Assessment 
Group has estimated the carcinogenic 
potency (i.e., the slope of risk versus 
exposure) for humans exposed to low 
dose levels of carcinogens. These 
potency values indicate the upper 95 
percent confidence limit estimate of 
excess cancer risk for individuals 
experiencing a given exposure over a 70- 
year lifetime. In practice, a given dose 
multiplied by the slope of the curve 
gives an estimate of the number of 
individuals estimated to develop cancer 
over a lifetime. The slope can be used to 
calculate the dose which gives rise to a 
given risk level (number of responders, 
e.g., one in a million). By specifying the 
level of risk (no matter how small) one 
can estimate the lifetime dose 
corresponding to it. The dose of a 
carcinogen corresponding to a specific 
risk is called the Risk Specific Dose: 
(RSD). To arrive at a starting health 


limit for a carcinogen, a risk level or 
range of concern must be specified. EPA 
proposes to specify a risk level of 
concern on a weight-of-evidence basis. 
EPA is also considering taking total 
population exposure into account in 
specifying the acceptable risk level. This 
— is discussed in detail in Unit III. 

as 
If EPA-is unable to operationalize the 
consideration of population risk, the 
only basis for deviating from the 10™* 
risk level would be the weight of 
evidence. Since the 10® risk level-is 
conservative, higher levels of the 
constituents, could also be acceptable 
in the environment. Therefore, the 
number set here should not be judged as 
general standards that provide clear 
demarkations between protective and 
unprotective conditions. There are 
numbers that are very clearly within the 
protective range. The screening 
concentration levels are based on 
smaller risks than those EPA has used 
as the basis of other regulations that 
protect human health and the 
environment. 

EPA issued Proposed Guidelines for 
Carcinogen Risk Assessment, published 
in the Federal Register of November 23, 
1984 (49 FR 46294), which defined a 
scheme to characterize substances 
based on the experimental weight of 
evidence of carcinogenicity. This 
scheme is based on considerations of 
the quality and adequacy of the 
experimental data and the kinds of 
responses induced by a suspect 
carcinogen. The classification scheme is 
generally an adaptation of a similar 
system developed by the International 
Agency for Research on Cancer (Ref. 
59). 

EPA’s proposed system comprises five 
groups. Group A indicates human 
carcinogens based on sufficient 
evidence from epidemiological studies 
that support a causal association 
between human exposure to the 
substance and cancer. Group B indicates 
probable human carcinogens. The 
evidence of human carcinogenicity from 
epidemiological studies for substances 
within this group ranges from almost 
sufficient to inadequate. This group is 
subdivided into two categories (B, and 
B.) on the basis of the strength of the 
human evidence. Where there is limited 
epidemiologic evidence of 
carcinogenicity the carcinogen is 
categorized as B,. Where there is no 
evidence or inadequate evidence from 
human studies, but sufficient evidence 
of carcinogenicity in animals, the , ; 
carcinogen is categorized.as B,. Group C 
comprises possible human carcinogens. 
This group includes agents with limited 
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evidence of animal carcinogenicity. It 
includes a wide variety of animal 
evidence. Group D includes agents 
which cannot be classified because no 
data or insufficient data are available. 
Group E includes-chemicals for which - 
there are adequate negative animals 
bioassays. This category indicates no 
evidence of carcinogenicity in humans. 

The Agency regards agents classified 
in Group A or B as suitable for 
quantitative risk assessment. The 
suitability of group C agents for 
quantitation is best judged on a case-by- 
case basis since some Group C agents 
do not have a data base of sufficient 
quality and quantity to perform a 
quantitative carcinogenicity risk 
assessment. 

Since carcinogens differ in the weight 
of evidence supporting the hazard 
assessment, EPA believes that 
establishment of a single across-the- 


- board risk level is not appropriate. The 


Agency proposes to set a reference risk 
level as a point of departure, along with 
a risk range keyed to the EPA weight of 
evidence approach. The dose for known 
and probable human carcinogenic 
agents (Classes A and B) thus would be 
determined at the 10-* risk level. Choice 
of 10° as the initial risk level of concern 
is made on the basis of the following 
Agency decisions. Guidance on 
response action under the 
Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and Liability 
Act of 1980 (CERCLA) requires that the 
analysis of cleanup alternatives include 
options in the 10‘ to 10~’ risk range 
with at least one alternative utilizing a 
10~* risk level (Ref. 109). Options are 
often chosen corresponding to a 10* 
risk level. Within the RCRA program the 
draft guidance manual for Alternate 
Concentration Limits (ACLs), under the 
ground water protection program (40 
CFR 264.94) identifies 10-* as the point 
of departure within a risk range of 10-* © 
to 10~® (Ref. 98). 

Class C carcinogens may be deemed 
acceptable at risk levels greater than 
10- (i.e., 10-* or 10~5). Choice of the 
specific risk level depends on the 
particular scientific reasons for 
classifying the carcinogen as Class C. 
This determination will be made on a 
case-by-case basis and necessarily will 
be guided by the extent of data 
available. For those Class C carcinogens 
for which there are insufficient data to 
perform a quantitative risk assessment, 
the dose will be calculated on the basis 
of the lowest threshold effect with an 
additional uncertainty factor of 10 e.g., 
RfD/10. This approach is similar to that 
taken by the Agency in promulgating — 
and proposing Recommended Maximum 
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Contaminant Levels (RMCL, i.e., health 
goals) for certain chemicals in drinking 
water published in the Federal Register 
of November 13, 1985 (50 FR 46880) _ 
(Phase I) and (50 FR 46936), (Phase Il). 

Some agents appear not to cause , 
cancer by all routes of exposure (or 
entry). Conclusions about route 
specificity can be addressed only in 
circumstances where adequate data 
exist on carcinogenicity for more than 
one route of exposure. Where 
carcinogenicity findings are available 
from only one route of exposure, the 
substance is judged to represent a 
cancer hazard by all routes, unless it 
can be scientifically demonstrated that 
the material cannot gain access to target 
sites by the alternative routes of _ 
interest. Where the data from one or 
more routes are limited, the Agency will 
evaluate each case on its merits, placing 
particular emphasis on the totality of 
scientific evidence. 

For a few chemicals (notably metals), 
the data base demonstrating that cancer 
is produced by one route of exposure 
but not by another is substantial and 
convincing. An example of compounds 
whose carcinogenic responses are 
characterized as route-specific are 
chromium and some of its salts that 
cause cancer by inhalation but 
apparently not by other conventional 
routes of entry. Therefore, the Agency 
will regulate such substances as 
carcinogens only by the relevant route 
and as noncarcinogens by all other 
routes. 

f. Use of existing Agency health 
standards. EPA, under other statutory 
mandates, has investigated the adverse 
health effects due to specific chemical 
agents with a view towards controlling 
exposure through different media. 
Health criteria and standards have been 
proposed or promulgated for certain 
substances in particular media. Since 
these have received Agency and public 
review and evaluation, EPA is proposing 
to use such standards in lieu of the RfDs 
or RSDs as the starting point for the 
back calculation model. Standards 
established for drinking water are 
particularly relevant since ground water 
is a major pathway of exposure from 
waste mismanagement and potentially 
could lead to drinking water 
contamination. EPA has used the 
drinking water standards for 8 metals 
and 6 pesticides as the basis of its 
Extraction Procedure Toxicity 
Characteristic Test. Primary drinking 
water standards, i.e., the Maximum 
Contaminant Levels (MCLs), are 
enforceable and are based upon health, 
treatment technologies, costs and other 

- feasibility factors such as the 


availability of analytical methods. The 
initial step in the standard setting 
process is the identification of 
Recommended Maximum Contaminant 
Levels (RMCLs) which are non- 
enforceable. health limits. The 
assessment process for establishing 
these health goals includes evaluation of 
the quality and weight-of-evidence of 
the supporting toxicological studies, 
absorption rates of specific toxicants, 
the possibility of nutritionally essential 
lower levels for some elements, 
existence of route-specific toxicity, 
demonstration of other environmental 
exposures and finally, the 
apportionment of the permissible limit of 
constituent into media-specific amounts. 

In general, if no compound specific 
data are available, the RMCLs for non- 
carcinogenic organic chemicals are 
established at 20 percent of the RfD and, 
for non-carcinogenic inorganic i 
substances at 10 percent of the RfD. The 
RMCLs for carcinogens in Class A orB | 
of the Agency's proposed scheme are 
established at zero. The RMCLs for 
carcinogens in Class C are established 
at a non-zero level, determined on a 
case-by-case basis. As directed by the 
Safe Drinking Water Act, MCLs are to 
be set at levels as close to the RMCLs as 
is feasible, taking cost and other factors 
into account as mentioned above. MCLs 
for carcinogens which have been 
promulgated or proposed to date 
generally fall into lifetime risk range 
10-* to 107& 

Since a number of the same factors 
are being evaluated for each of the 
constituents in hazardous wastes, 
standards derived under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act can be used as the 
starting point for the back calculation in 
today’s proposed rule. EPA recently has 
proposed MCLs for eight synthetic 
volatile organic chemicals, as published 
in the Federal Register of November 13, 
1985 (50 FR 46880). After public review 
and evaluation EPA will promulgate 
final MCLs. Should the final MCLs differ 
from the proposed MCLs, EPA will base 
its regulatory thresholds on these 
revised final MCLs. 

As an alternative to the above 
approach, EPA is considering using as 
RfD or RSD as a starting point for the 
back calculation model in lieu of an 
MCL. Under the apportionment scheme 
discussed below, highly volatile 
constituents may contribute less than 20 
percent to the ground water route, and: - 


. hence EPA may conclude that levels’ * 


more stringent than MCL standards are 
appropriate. 
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g. Environmental effects levels. 
Because the standard for protection 
relates to both human health and the 
environment, the Agency believes that 
effects other than human health, such as 
toxicity to aquatic life in surface water, 
should be considered in establishing 
regulatory thresholds. 

It should be noted that the proposed 
chronic human health levels in some 
instances are likely to be protective of 
both human health and the environment 
due to the fact that some human toxicity 
thresholds are lower than those for non- 
human toxicological effects. For 
example, this is expected to be the case 
for most chlorinated hydrocarbons 
including dioxins and chlorinated — 
solvents. In other instances, the values 
protective of human health are 
inadequate to protect sensitive 
important aquatic species. This is likely 
to be true for a few metals. 

The Agency has developed and issued 
guidelines for deriving ambient Water 
Quality Criteria, published in the 
Federal Register of November 28, 1980 
(45 FR 79318), and has issued a number 
of final ambient Water Quality Criteria 
to provide protection to aquatic life, 
published in the Federal Register of July 
26, 1985 (50 FR 30784). These documents 
have undergone proposed and final 
rulemaking and full public review. In 
addition, the Agency has proposed a 
schedule for future development of 
additional Water Quality Criteria. 

Separate aquatic life criteria have 
been developed for fresh water and salt 
water organisms because the fate and 
effects of some constituents differ in 
these two environments. Each criterion 
consists of two limits, one for acute 
exposures, and one for chronic 
exposures. The maximum concentration - 
is designed to provide protection of 
aquatic life from acute toxicity. The 
lower concentration is designed to 
protect against chronic adverse effects. 

The guidelines specify required data 
in four categories: acute, chronic, plants, 
and bioaccumulation. Other data, (e.g., 
physiological data) are used if pertinent. 
All data are evaluated for scientific 
acceptability concerning the length of 
the test, the age of the organisms, water 
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quality characteristics, and consistency, 
etc. 

A minimum of eight acute tests are 
conducted on a variety of aquatic 
species to derive ultimately the criterion 
maximum concentration {CMC}. The 
CMC is a 1-hour average concentration 
that should not be exceeded more than 
once every 3 years on average. The 
CMC is intended to protect ecosystems 
from unacceptable effects due to brief 
(short) exposures to high concentration. 
A large number of different species is 
tested to assure ecological and 
toxicological diversity in the derivation 
of the criterion. 

Chronic toxicity tests are conducted 
to obtain information concerning the 
highest constant concentration that 
would not unacceptably affect the 
survival, growth, or reproduction of a 
species. Plant toxicity testing is also 
required for the development of the 
criterion since algae are the beginning of 
the food chain. Although plant toxicity 
is often not as sensitive as animal 
toxicity, any effect on plant species may 
have significant censequences for 
smaller life forms which live on algae. 
Finally bioconcentration tests measure 
the steady state concentration of 
contaminants in muscie-and whole body 
which may reach human food sources. A 
residue value is obtained by dividing 
maximum permissible tissue 
concentrations by bioconcentration or 
bioaccumulation factors. The final 
residue value is the lowest of available 
residue values. If no maximum 
permissible tissue concentration is 
available, no residue vatue can be 
obtained. 

The criterion continuces 
concentration {CCC} is the highest 4-day 
average concentration that should not 
cause unacceptable effects on aquatic 
organisms and their uses if not exceeded 
more than once every 3 years on the 
average. The CCC is the lowest of the 
Final Chrenic Value, the Final Plant 
Value, and the Final Residue Value. 

In determining acceptable threshold 
levels for hazardous waste constituents 


including Water —— Criteria that 
have 
procedures. if a aie quality criterion 


for the constituent of concern is not 
available, EPA will seek to identify, 
based on other available date, the level 
at which the hazardous constituent may 
cause harm to the environment. 

The Agency solicits comments on this 
approach and welcomes additional 
information or suggestions that would 
be helpful in making regulatory 
decisions that consider environmental 
risk from land disposal of hazardous 
waste. 

h. Apportionment of health limits. The 
RfD for humans is the maximum daily 
dose of a substance in mg/kg/day that 
should not be exceeded to assure no 
adverse effect over a lifetime of 
exposure. if exposure occurs by multiple 
routes, some tolerance level can be 
established for each route so that the 
sum.of exposures by individual routes 
does not exceed the reference dose. 

The concept ef apportionment of a 
chemical by medium and by route of 
exposure is not new. The first NAS- 
National Research Council {NRC) Safe 
Drinking Water Committee (Ref. 81) 
calculated a suggested-no-adverse- 
response level (SNARL) for chronic 
exposure to noncarcinogens in drinking 
water while incorporating an “arbitrary 
assumption” that 20 percent of the 
intake of the chemical was from 
drinking water. In evaluating 
carcinogens, that committee estimated 
cancer risks using the assumptions that 
tap water exposure was either 1 percent 
or 20 percent of the total daily intake. 
EPA, in setting RMCLs fer chemicals in 
drinking water, has followed the 
suggestion of the NRC and selected a 
fraction of the R£D {usually 20 percent 
for synthetic organic chemicals if no 
empirical data suggest some other 
fraction). As published in the Federal 
Register of November 13, 1985 [50 FR 
46880). 

When determining an RMCL, EPA 
considers the contribution from other 
sources of exposure such as air and 
food. On a case-by-case basis when 
sufficient data are available, the RMCL 
is determined by subtracting from the 
RfD the known contribution of the 
constituent in food and air. But such 
data are often not available and in these 
cases the amount permitted in drinking 
water is calculated by an estimation of 
the percentage of exposure attributable 
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to an exposure route. The usual 
percentage of drinking water 
contribution in the absence of known 
exposures is 20’percent for synthetic _ 
organic chemicals. For inorganic’ 
chemicals a better data base generally is 
available and actual coniribution from 
other sources can be factored into the 
RMCL. Where actual data are sparse, 
however, a 10 percent contribution” 


' usually is estimated for drinking water, 


since sources other than drinking water 
are more likely carriers for inorganics. 
Apportionment also has been used in 
a risk evaluation procedure used to 
evaluate and manage the risks at 
specific remedial action sites under the 
Superfund program. In this procedure, 
concentrations are generally 
apportioned equally in environmental 
media {e.g., air and water) as an initial 
basis for calculating a rate of release. At 
times, unequal apportionment is 
selected if there are significant cost and 
feasibility differences in controlling | 
exposures via the different pathways. 
This approach is appropriate under the 
Superfund program since CERLA 
provides for a consideration of cost- 
effectiveness in its decision process _ 
(Ref. 42). 


Many of the chemicals EPA regulates 
today are ubiquitous in the environment 
and may also be associated with 
exposures from other media {e.g., water, 
food, air). The Agency is proposing to 
limit population exposure to some 
fraction {50 percent) of the RfD to reflect 
consideration of potential and actual 
exposure from ali media. Although 
available scientific and technical 
information as-well as past decisions 
will be considered in reaching decisions 
on the apportionment of RfDs, sufficient 
information is not available on the 
exposure to chemicals from different 
media for different sources and 
geographical locations to quantify 
reliably the portion of RfDs-that should 
be allotted for each chemical under 
consideration in this rule. As such, an 
algorithm for the apportionment of RfDs 
has been developed. The Agency 
believes this provides a sufficient 
margin for other exposures to the 
chemical while allotting percentages to 
waste management activities that are 
meaningful and not unduly restrictive. 
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However, the Agency is not proposing 
to apportion the RSD for carcinogens. 
The RSD is estimated by a procedure 
which introduces unavoidable 
uncertainties and is deliberately 
conservative, so that a difference in 
dose of a factor of two is still well 
within the margin of uncertainty of the 
estimated RSD. 

Moreover, for carcinogens, the 
determination of risk is the daily dose 
averaged over a lifetime, Small 
variations around the daily dose have 
little effect on the lifetime risk, providing 
that the average is not affected. For this 

reason, a two-fold reduction in the RSD 
is relatively insignificant. For non- 
carcinogens, it is possible that not 
applying the 50 percent reduction (the 
indirect effect of which is. to permit an 
approximate doubling of the RfD), may 
cause the threshold to be exceeded on ‘ 
some or even many days of exposure. 
Exceeding the threshold for non- 
carcinogens may therefore have 
significant health consequences for 
some individuals. Thus, there is 
justification for treating non-carcinogens 
differently from carcinogens with: 
respect to apportionment. 

EPA proposes to apportion reference 
doses according to the scheme shown in 
the following Figure 2: 
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FIGURE 2--FLOW CHART FOR 
FRACTIONATION OF RED 


Determine 
total: RED 


Has EPA 

—yes--| fractionated |——--yes-—--} Fractionate RED 
RED into according to EPA's 
other media? scheme 


Do data exist MCL—~-water 
Jregarding concentration |—yes--|(100% of total RED minus the 
of compound in the MCL)——-fractionate to air and 
various media? other media on a case-by-case 
basis ; 


MCL——-water 
(50% of total R£D minus the 
MCL)-—air 


Do data exist 
regarding concentration of |—---yes---—-} fractionate Rf£D on 
the compound in the a case-by-case basis 
various media? 


50% of total R£D——to be fractionated 
to air and water using the volatility and 
octanol-water constants 
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The Agency will use any previously 
estimated percentage apportionment 
which it has specified under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act to establish the 
fraction permitted in water. As 
discussed in Unit III.A.1.f, Agency 
standards established for drinking water 
are considered particularly relevant. If 
the Agency, when establishing an MCL, 
has fractionated the R£D into other 
environmental media, those values will 
be used. If the Agency, when 
establishing a MCL, has not apportioned 
the RfD into other media and if there are 
actual data on the concentration of the 
compound in those media, the RfD will 
be fractionated on a.case-by-case basis. 
However, if no data.are available.on 
exposure assessment, EPA will use 50 
percent of the‘RfD and subtract from 
this 50 percent the fraction of the RfD 
allotted to water, using the remainder 
for air. 


For those compounds for which the 
Agency has not developed an MCL but 
for which data are available on the 
distribution of the constituents in air, 
water, and food, EPA proposes to 
apportion the RfD on a case-by-case 
basis. Where neither;an MCL nor data 
are available for a compound, EPA will 
apportion 50 percent of the total RfD to 
air and water according to a simplified 
scheme using Henry's Law constant (H,) 
and the octanol-water coefficient (k,w) 
to estimate environmental partitioning. 
(Henry’s Law constant estimates the 
ratio of a substance between the vapor 
and dissolved state. The kpy estimates 
the distribution of acompound between 
two liquids: Water and octanoli-e., 
lipid). Each distribution constant(H, 
and k,,,) is subdivided into two.equal 
parts according to its range of values as 
shown in the following Table 1: 
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TABLE 1.—RANGES AND CLASSIFICATION OF 
HeENRY’S LAW CONSTANTS (ky) AND OCTA- 
NOL-WATER COEFFICIENTS (k,,,) 

High in Air Low in Air 
ky 210° <10-* 


Low. in Water High in Water 
Ko +500 <500 
Ancther option is to subdivide each 
distribution constant into two unequa! 
parts based on the actual values of H, 
for volatiles or k,, for very water 
soluble substances. The Agency is also 
considering an alternative simpler 
scheme which examines the relative 
concentrations between the two media 
through the use of Henry's Law constant 
only (Ref. 3}. Each compound to be 
fractionated is classified as having a 
high or low value.according to the 
general size of its:distribution constants 
as shown in the fellowing'Table 2: 
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TABLE. 2--HENRY'S LAW CONSTANTS AND OCTANOL-WATE! 








Henry's LAW RE] 
Chemical CONSTANT CONC 
(atm m-/mol) I! 
CARBON DISULFIDE 1.68E-02 
CHLOROBENZENE 3.46E-03 
CRESOLS 5. O5E-06 
1 , 2-DICHLOROBENZENE 1.88E-03 
ISOBUTYL ALCOHOL 1. 23E-05 
METHYL ETHYL KETONE 2.61E-05 
METHYL CHLOROFORM 2. 76E-02 
NITROBENZENE 2.40E-05 
PENTAGHLOROPHENOL 4.62E-06 
PYRIDINE 1.95E-07 
2,3,4,6-TETRACHLOROPHENOL 4. 53F-06 
TOLUENE 5.93E-03 
1,1,2 — TRICHLORO - 1,2,2 - 
TRIFLUOROETHANE 9. 00E+00 
TRI-CHLOROMONOFLUOROMETHANE 8,02E-01 
2,4, 5-TRICHLOROPHENOL 2.84E-05 
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TER COEFFICIENTS FOR SELECTED HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENTS 





RELATIVE OCTANOL-WATER RELATIVE 

INCENTRATION COEFFICIENT CONCENTRATION 

IN AIR (key) IN WATER 
HIGH 1.45E+02 HIGH 
HIGH 7.41E+02 LOW 
LOW 1.41E+02 HIGH 
HIGH 3.80E+03 LOW 
HIGH 5.50E+00 HIGH 
HIGH 2.00E+00 HIGH 
HIGH 3. 16E+02 HIGH 
HIGH 7.94E+01 HIGH 
LOW 1.15E+05 LOW 
LOW 4.79E+00 HIGH 
LOW 2. 14E+04 LOW 
HIGH 6.61E+02 LOW 
HIGH 1. 26E+03 LOW 
HIGH 3,31E+02 HIGH 
HIGH 7. 24E+03 LOW 
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A selationship between H, and kH,, 
and the distribution between air and 
water.can be devised using a matrix as 
shewn in the following Table 3: 


TABLE.3.—Matrix To Select Distribution 
Between Water and Air Using k,,, AND ky 





ae eee 

To construct the matrix EPA assumed 
that a compound with equal ranges of 
ko and H, i.e, high-high or low-low, will 
distribute between air and water into 
equal parts (50/50). For compounds that 
exhibit a high range for H, and a low 
range for k,y, EPA assumed that 
distribution would be in a ratio of 80 to 
20, air to water. As an example, if 50 
percent of the total R£D is available for 
fractionation into water and air and if 
Table 2 indicates a high H,.and.a high 
ky, the fractionation of the total R{D is 
25 percent of the total RfD into each 
medium. If the compound exhibits.a low 
H, and high k,,, then 10 percent of the 
total RID will distr#bute to air and 40 
percent to water. 

EPA believes that the approach 
outlined above is reasonable in light of 
the difficulty in obtaining exposure data 
for many compounds within the 
statutory time limit. The Agency solicits 
comment on this general approach. 

i. Use of population risk in selecting 
starting level. EPA is proposing to base 
the development of the screening 
concentration levels exclusively upon 
assessments of the risks to potential 
maximum exposed individuals (MEI 
risk) posed by the placement of 
individual hazardous constituents into 
land disposal units. However, the 
Agency would prefer to consider 
expanding the basis for these protective 
thresholds to include total population 
risk as a factor in conjunction with risk 
to the maximum exposed individual in 
setting screening levels. 

The proposal to.augment MEI risk 
information with data on risk:to the total 
exposed population in calculating 
screening levels is intended for use only 
with carcinogenic constituents, due to 
the need to establish acceptable risk 
levels for. carcinogens in identifying 
from their dose response curves the 
reference dose, or starting level, from 
which the back calculation commences. 
Population risk is not proposed as a 


factor in determining the reference does 
for noncarcinogens. 

Whereas MEI risk with respect to 
carcinogenic. constituents represents the 
probability of the realization of an 
adverse toxicological effect due to 
maximum chronic exposure:to a 
hazardous chemical compound, 
population risk represents the actual 
number ef additional cases where the 
toxic effect is expected to be realized, 
given the number of people estimated to 

ically exposed to the : 
compound. For example, an MEI risk of 
1X10 ~‘imdicates thatthere is a 1 in 
10,000 chance that cancer will develop 
in a person who is chronically exposed 
to a specified maximum concentration of 


a carcinogenic compound. The 


* population risk,.or incidence, 


corresponding to this MEI risk level 
depends upon the size of the population 
chronically exposed to the compound. If 
the tetal number of people chronically 
exposed is 1 million, the expected 
number of additional cases of cancer 
would be 100. If the total number of 
people chronically exposed is 100,000, 
the-expected number of additional 
cancer cases among that population 
would be 10. Each of these.estimates 
assumes, however, that all memibers of 
the exposed population receive the same 
dose, or concentration, as the maximum 
exposed individual {as would be the 
case, for instance, where the public 
drinking water supply is drawn from the 
point of maximum contaminant 
concentration in the ground water). 

As described in Unit JH.A.1.e, the 
Agency is proposing to establish an MEI 
risk to 10~* as the point of departure in 
determining the level of controi for all 
known and possible carcinogenic 
compounds, and to deviate from this 
point of departure within an MEI risk 
range of 10~* to 10‘ in determining the 
acceptable risk level for individual 
compounds based upon the weight of 
scientific evidence indicating that the 
compound actually is a human 
carcinogen. The alternative being 
considered by the Agency is to include 
estimates of population risk, or 
incidence, as an additional factor in 
determining each constituent's 
appropriate level of control {i.e., 
acceptable MEI risk level) and, 
accordingly, in determining the 
acceptable concentration.of the 
contaminant (in air, ground water, and 
surface water) from which the threshold 
back. calculation procedures commence. 
Specifically, estimates of the size of the 
potentially exposed population for each 
constituent would be used in 
determining whether the level of control 
for that constituent should be increased 


1635 


or decreased from the MEI reference 
risk of 10~* within a range of acceptable 
MEI risks between 10~* to 10-7 

For example, consider the case of a 
known human carcinogenic compound 
whose dose-response curve indicates 
that chronic human.exposure at a 
concentration of 1 ppm corresponds to 
an MEI risk of 1077 {i.e., 1 chance in 10 
million that the individual will develop 
cancer), that an. exposure concentration 
of 10 ppm. cerresponds to an:‘MEI risk of 
10-6, and that exposure at 1,000 ppm 
corresponds to an MEI risk of 190™*({i.é., 1 
chance in 10,000 of developing cancer). 
In this example, EPA is considering 
using population risk in the following 
way: if awery large number of people is 
believed to be potentially exposed to 
releases of the contaminant from land 
disposal units, such that the number of 
additional cases of cancer expected to 
result from such exposure is relatively 
large, the level.of risk-related control for 
the compound may be increased from 
10~* to as low as 10-7, and a 
corresponding concentration of 1 ppm ' 
would be used as the starting point in 
the back calculation to determine the 
screening concentration level for the 
constituent. If the size of the petentially 
exposed population is estimated not to 
be very Jarge, the point of departure MEI 
risk devel of 10-* would remain as the 
acceptable risk level for the compound 


’ and a concentration of 10 ppm would be 


use to commence the back calculation. 
If, however, a smaller number of people 
is believed to be potentially exposed to 
releases of the contaminant from land 
disposal units, such that the incidence of 
cancer is expected to be-smaill from such 
exposure, EPA would consider 
increasing the acceptable MEI risk Jevel 
from the 10~* point of departure to an 
MEL risk level of 10~*.or 10~* In this 
example, adding population risk as a 
factor to be considered in determining 
the acceptable MEI risk level for the 
compound could result in back- 
calculated screening concentrations or 
protective levels, that vary by three 
orders of magnitude {i.e., one 
thousandfold) for small versus large 
populations. 

There are advantages to including 
population risk as a factor in developing 
the screening levels concentrations. 
First, population risk provides a 
valuable piece of information in making 
a risk management decision on the 
acceptable MEI x‘sk devel, and the 
corresponding back-calculated 
concentration. in order to assure that 
screening concentration standards are 
truly protective of human health and the 
environment, EPA must assure not only 
protection of any exposed individual, 
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but must also ensure that there will not 
be an unacceptable incidence of health 
effects in cases where large numbers of 
people may be exposed. Population risk 
allows the Agency to choose regulatory 
levels that will protect individuals and 
groups of exposed people. 

Second, in accounting for total 
population in making regulatory 
decisions under the land disposal 
restrictions program, EPA will be 
proceeding in a manner that is 
consistent with certain Agency 
decisions in the air, water, and toxics 
programs. For example, decisions under 
section 112 of the Clean Air Act (CAA) 
consider risks to both individuals and 
exposed populations. Likewise, 
incidence is one of the factors that 
influence the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (under sections 108 
and 109 of the CAA, and section 4(f) 
decisions under the Toxic Substances 
Control Act (TSCA)). Also, the Agency 
is committed to evaluating population 
exposure as one of the major factors 
needed to assure efficient risk 
reductions in new regulations (Ref. 120). 

Section 4(f) of TSCA is a priority 
setting mechanism by which EPA 
identifies chemicals that require 
expedited regulatory consideration 
under section 7{f} of TSCA. In order to 
assign priority consideration under 
section 4(f), EPA is directed by statute to 
decide whether there may be a 
reasonable basis to conclude that a 
“significant risk of serious harm” or a 
“significant risk of widespread harm” is 
or will be presented. The “significant 
risk of serious harm” standard is 
interpreted to cover situations in which 
persons are exposed to particularly high 
risks. The “significant risk of 
widespread harm” standard is 
interpreted to cover situations in which 
the risks to exposed individuals are 
somewhat lower, but the number of 
persons exposed is very large. 
Accordingly, factors considered by EPA 
to be relevant in section 4(f) priority 
setting decisions have included: the 
chemical’s potential to cause any of 
three designated health effects; the 
likelihood of harmful exposure levels; 
and, the number of persons exposed. 

Section 112 of the Clean Air Act 
requires EPA to identify hazardous air 
pollutants and to develop appropriate 
national emissions standards for various 
types of sources (e.g., fugitive emissions, 
routine emissions, etc.). Under section 
112, a finding that emissions of a 
chemical from specific types of sources 
pose significant cancer risks warrants 
EPA's establishment of national 
emission standards for those sources. 
Accordingly, factors considered by EPA 


to be relevant in section 112 
determinations include: the human 
carcinogenicity of the chemical; the 
magnitude of the emissions of the 
chemical from specific types of sources; 
the ambient concentrations of the 
chemical in the vicinity of the emission 
sources; the proximity of people to these 
sources; the estimated maximum 
individual risks posed by emissions of 
the chemical; the estimated incidence of 
cancer in the exposed population; 
projected increases in emissions of the 
chemical from new sources of the same 
type; estimations of the reductions in 
emissions and health risks that can be 
achieved; and the uncertainties 
associated with the quantitative risk 
estimates (including effects of 
concurrent exposures to other 
substances and to other emissions of the 
chemical from other types of sources). 

Section 109 of the Clean Air Act 
requires EPA to establish national 
ambient air quality standards for three 
classes of chemicals (excluding those 
chemicals identified as hazardous air 
pollutants under section 112), based 
upon findings that they may cause or 
contribute to air pollution according to 
criteria outlined in section 108. In 
establishing such standards, EPA is 
required to provide an “adequate margin 
of safety” so as to prevent pollution 
levels that have been demonstrated to 
be harmful and also to prevent lower 
pollution levels that may pose 
unacceptable risk of harm, even if that 
risk is not precisely identified as to 
nature or degree. In selecting a standard 
that provides an adequate margin of 
safety, EPA has considered such factors 
as the nature and severity of the health 
effects involved, the size of the sensitive 
population(s) at risk, and the kind and 
degree of the uncertainties that must be 
addressed. 

The Agency also recognizes a number 
of disadvantages associated with 
including population risk as a factor in 
developing the screening concentration 
standards. EPA is.concerned that it may 
not be able to assign different 
potentially exposed populations to 
different hazardous constituents or 
chemical compounds, a crucial element 
in the use of population risk as a factor 
for determining the acceptable MEI risk 
for each individual compound. 

This concern rests upon two primary 
factors. The first, which is practical in 
nature, is that the Agency's existing 
data on hazardous waste management 
practices are limited with respect to the 
location of individual hazardous 
constituents at specific land disposal 
facilities. EPA's current sources of data 
on the more than 1,500 concurrently 
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operating land disposal facilities include 
Part A and B permit applications and 
biennial reports. While these data ~ 
sources do provide information on the 
wastes managed at facilities, by EPA 
waste code, they provide little 
information on the types of hazardous 
constituents contained in those wastes. 
Thus, EPA is concerned that it lacks the 
type of data that would be required to 
defend the assignment of different 
population distributions to different 
constituents. 

The second reason for EPA's concern 
is that the Agency recognizes that 
hazardous wastes and hazardous 
constituents are extremely mobile. 
Today's location patterns for individual 
hazardous constituents across the more 
than 1,500 RCRA land disposal sites 
may not be adequately represented by 
their patterns in 1981 or even 1983. 
Location patterns in 1981 or 1983 are 
even less likely to represent disposal 
facility location patterns in 1990, the 
year 2000, and beyond. Waste shifts 
occur as capacities are used up, as the 
economics of transportation and 
commercial waste management 
practices continue to evolve, as 
industries change the location of their 
production process, and as new 
industries develop. 

In addition, the Agency is concerned 
that including population risk as a factor 
in determining acceptable MEI risk 
levels in developing the screening 
concentration levels may complicate the 
decision-making process required to 
establish section 3004(m) treatment 
standards within the statutory 
timeframes and may create 
inconsistency over the many hundreds 
of such decisions that must be made. 
The Agency has not, to date, established 
any formal decision rules for 
determining acceptable numbers of 
additional cancer cases or for weighing 
MEI risk against population risks. The 
development of such decision rules is 
expected to be time consuming. The 
Agency is concerned that in the absence 
of such decision rules, its development 
of the screening concentration levels 
and associated section 3004(m) 
treatment standards may be 
inconsistent across the more than 350 
constituents for which they must be 
developed. 

Accordingly, EPA specifically 
requests public comment on the 
inclusion of population risk as a factor 
in developing the screening 
concentration levels, on specific aspects 
of the approach suggested for . 
implementing this concept (described in 
detail in the remainder of this unit), on 
other approaches that the Agency 
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should consider for implementing this 
concept, and.on the nature, sources, and 
availability ef data. required to 
population risk in addition to MEI risk. 

The remaining parts of this unit 
describe one approach the Agency is 
considering for including population risk 
(incidence) as a factor in setting the 
screening levels. Three major steps for 
assessing incidence are listed. A 
detailed approach for each step is 
offered. Potential sources of data—both 
the extent and quality—are described. 
Assumptions necessary to complete the 
evaluation are listed. 

STEP 1: Cadeulate population risk 
estimates. Population risk estimates can 
be calculated in a similar manner for air, 
surface water, and ground water routes 
-of exposure. To do so, the Agency would 
first gather population counts for areas 
surrounding existing hazardous waste 
disposal facilities. Where exposure 
through.ground water and surface water 
is.considered, the appropriate measure 
isthe number of persons whose drinking 
water is-supplied by ground water and 
surface water.potentially affected by 
disposal facilities, as well as the number 
of persens consuming contaminated fish. 
EPA would consider populations living 
within a‘50 km radius when assessing 
incidence due to exposure through air. 


Fifty kilometers is generally the largest 
distance that is used to model 
dispersion and exposure to airborne 
pollutants, and is also the distance used 
in the comparative risk assessments 
described in Unit IIL.C. 

‘> Using the address of each facility 
seéking a permit under RCRA, EPA can 
estimate the current surrounding 
populations using the most recent 
census data. Ground water usage data 
can be ebtained from the Federal 
Reporting Data System (FRDS) 
maintained by EPA's Office of Drinking 
Water. This source contains records.of 
all wells used as public water supplies. 
A major sounce of private well use data 
is the 1980 Census. The Census contains 
information on the water supply source 
for each U.S.‘household. The Agency is 
presently adding these data to the FRDS 
data base. In a related effort, EPA is 
matching water supply source data with 
the location of hazardous waste and 
other facilities. When supplemented 
with data gathered from Part B permit 
applications and from recent EPA visits 
and inspections of RCRA interim status 
facilities; the Agency may be able to 
estimate accurately the number of 
potentially exposed people currently 
near RCRA land disposal facilities. 


1637 


Next, the Agency could develop a 


* distribution that reflects the relative 


frequency at which a given number of 
people may be exposed to releases from 
each hazardous waste disposal unit.’ 

Finally, current population risk would 
be estimated by-miultiplying the risk to 
the maximum exposed individual 
chosen as the basis of the health-based 
level by the number of exposed people. 
Note that for exposure through ground 
water, assuming steady-state exposure, 
risk to the maximum exposed individual 
equals risk to the “average” exposed 
individual. This is;due to*twe factors: 
concentration at the well#s estimated to 
be constant in time; and, since all 
consumers drink from the same well, 
there is no differential exposure. 

STEP 2: Estimate future population 
exposure. These incidence estimates 
could then be adjusted for population 
change patterns. One appreach would 
be to evaluate census data fer each site 
for the past 40 years to determine 
population density and ground water 
use trends. The following Figure 3 
illustrates population change trends for 
6 major U.S. cities over the past 40 
years: 
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EPA could adjust.current populations 
at benchmark times in the future 
reflecting these trends. Data seem to 
indicate that the most densely populated 
and biggest cities are becoming less 
densely populated over time. For — 
example, New York City reached the 
largest U.S. population density ever in 
1970. New York's population density has 
been declining since that time. Instead 
of assuming that current trends 
continue, EPA may need to limit the 
decline in density using informed 
judgment. Otherwise population would 
shrink to nothing over a several hundred 
year time horizon. In a similar fashion, 
the Agency could cap the density of any 
rapidly growing smaller community, 
perhaps to that of New York City in 
1970, to prevent estimation of densities 
growing so large that the entire 
population of the country could fit into a 
single city. Then, at each benchmark 
time, EPA could generate the population 
distribution for all current sites, and use 
this distribution to estimate potential 
future incidence. The Agency notes, 
however, that this process may not 
account for the development of entirely 
new communities, where previously 
none had existed, as in the case of the 
establishment of planned communities 
or the creation of new housing 
developments in rural areas. 

STEP 3: Incorporate population risk 
into the procedures to develop the 
screening concentration levels, The 
final step is to include population risk 
(incidence) as a factor in determining 
the screening concentration levels. First, 
a reference dose based on the starting 
point of 10-® MEI risk for carcinogens 
would be used as the starting levels to 
back calculate a corresponding 
screening concentration level using the 
back calculation models. The population 
risk corresponding to this individual risk 
would be estimated by multiplying 
individual risk by the exposed 
population (e.g., for an MEI risk of 10° 
and an exposed population of 1,000,000, 
the population is 10-*x 1,000,000=1). 
Then, reference doses corresponding to 
alternative MEI risk levels from 107‘ to 
10-7 would be used to back calculate 
corresponding screening concentration 
levels and associated population risks, 
This individual risk range represents the 
general historical range of Agency risk 
management decisions. Agency 
regulations have not often reflected 
individual risks greater than 1 in 10,000 
and risk reductions to levels below 1077. 

The following Table 4 illustrates a 
possible array of information that could 
result from this process for a given 
PEC an constituent: 


TABLE 4.—EXAMPLE: ARRAY OF INDIVIDUAL RISK AND POPULATION Risk 


Constituent: example A 


Health effect: liver cancer 


Corresponding Screening 
. | reference dose concentration 
' (ppm) * 
10,000 : 
1,000 \d 
100 A 
10 


‘Obtained from the example constituent’s dose-response curve. 


The. Agency would then use this 
information to determine the acceptable 
MEI risk level for the constituent, its ° 
associated reference dose, and its back- 
calculated screening concentration 
levels that provides both acceptable 
individual and population risks. 

The Administrator could weigh each 
of the relevant factors to decide which 
MEI and population risk levels are 
acceptable for the constituent as has 
been done in the previously cited 
regulutory decisions under the Clean Air 
Act and the Toxic Substances Control 
Act, or, alternatively, a “rule” for 
making decisions on appropriate 
screening levels could be developed. 
The Agency notes that past efforts to 
establish a decision “rule” for 
determining acceptable MEI and 
population risk levels have proven 
unsatisfactory, and that the Agency has 
instead relied on case-specific 
determinations. The Agency requests 
comment on these two approaches for 
determining the screening concentration 
levels. In particular, the Agency would 
like comment on the kinds of “decision 
rules” that might be appropriate for such 
decisions. 

There are two potential complications 
to the approach that is described above. 
First is the problem of future site 
development. Second is the matching of 
wastes and constituents to RCRA 
facilities. 

EPA has described an analytical 
system that includes present and future 
population risks at existing facilities. 
Future facilities, which theoretically 
could be located anywhere (and have 
any number of exposed persons) have 
not been evaluated. However, the 
following factors lessen the effects of 
this omission. New facilities will have to 
meet EPA's forthcoming location 
standards. These rules will limit new 
hazardous waste management facilities 
to a smaller, safer variety of locations 
than existing facilities currently used. 
The Agency's Groundwater Protection 
Strategy (Ref. 108) recommends limiting 
the siting of new hazardous waste 
facilities over irreplaceable Class I 
aquifers and certain highly vulnerable 
Class Il aquifers. Specific guidance for 


implementation of the strategy will be 
available in the near future to aid the 
siting evaluation process. EPA believes 
that the permitting process will also 
create pressure for the location. of new 
facilities in very acceptable locations 
only. Therefore, EPA believes that the 
environments in which new facilities 
will be located may resemble closely the 
type of locations upon which the health- 
based thresholds were established, 
limiting the population risk posed by 
future facilities to less than or equal to 
the population risk posed by existing 
facilities. 

If the effect of distributed waste and 
constituents among hazardous waste 
management facilities is omitted, 
population risk will be the same multiple 
of MEI risk for all constituents. Thus, the 
incidence factor would not be useful, 
since no new or unique information 
would be offered by estimating. 
population risk. It may, however, be 
possible to identify all the locations at 
which specific hazardous constituents 
are disposed. This first requires 
identifying the specific locations at 
which each hazardous waste is 
currently managed. As indicated 
previously, EPA has data on many 
facilities’ wastes in the Hazardous 
Waste Management Data System 
(HWMDS), obtained from Part A permit 
applications, and in other EPA data files 
developed from random and nonrandom 
surveys. Each waste is associated with a 
limited, known set of Appendix VII 
constituents (constituents for which the 
waste was listed). EPA has very limited 
data for wastes concerning the presence 
and concentration of additional 
constituents, and is concerned that it 
may be unable to develop constituent 
distributions (and thus population risk 
estimates) for a limited set of 
constituents. Nonetheless, for some 
important constituents, EPA may be 
able to determine in exactly which 
wastes they are present. Then, the 
Agency could map the disposal location 
for these waste constituents. When EPA 
develops population distributions for 
each of these constituents, the Agency 
will only include facilities that currently 
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accept the particular constituent under 
steve gation Thus, ee 


distributions may aot reflect nt tne or 
even current population distributions, 
since the data fram which they would be 
developed are for 1980 and 1981, and 
due to the fact that hazardous wastes 
are easily transported. Furfhermore, the 
Agency is concerned that many 
hazardous constituents already appear 
at such a broad variety of facilities that 
they will exhibit essentially the same 
location pattern with respect to 
potentially exposed population 
distributions. Accordingly, for most 
constituents EPA would be unable to 
specify accurate specific populations for 
use in incidence calculations. In these 
cases, the Agency would use population 
data from the entire set of hazardonus 
waste land disposal units. 

The ing discussion assumes 
that waste distribution patterns among 
existing disposal facilities will remain 
constant. Once permits have been 
issued, facilities must obtain permit 
modifications to accept new wastes. To 
the extent that waste disposal patterns 
shift from on-site to commercial 
facilities, the Agency could include 
these effects in a sensitivity analysis to 
the incidence calculation. Otherwise, 
limitations in EPA's ability to account 


impact of the absence of any regulatory 
controls on the location of waste 
constituents in the catcufation of 
incidence, and suggestions for — 
addressing this problem are requested. 
2. Ground Water Back Calculation 


This procedure considers a number of 
. i, The toxicity of constituents in the 
waste. 

" ii, The mobility of constituents in. the 
waste. 

: iii. The persistence of conatiinents in 
the waste. 

iv. The long-term uncertainties 
associated with land disposal. The 
toxicity of a constituent is considered i in 
the procedure by specifying a reference 
dose (health effect level) at the point of . 
measurement and back calculating the 
maximum acceptable leachate 
concentration that will net exceed the 
specified level. 

The mobility of constituents is 
considered in the procedure through the 
actual leachate values and, for organics, 
through incerperation of serptien as a 
delay mechanism to travel in the ground 
water model. The inclusion of sorption 
in the ground water model acts to delay 
the time of arrival at the measurement. 
point and is important only for organic 
constituents ‘which degrade. 

The persistence of constituents is 
incorperated into the ground water 
model for organics by considering 
hydrolysis. Metals do not degrade, 30 no 
degradation is assumed. However, 
speciation of metals in ground water-is 
considered through incorporation of the 
MINTEQ speciation model (Ref. 2) in the 
procedure. 


land dispesal uniis. Specifically, the 
mode! assesses the long-term chemical 
flux or leaching to the ground water 
from RCRA Subtitle C land disposal 
units under certain assumed conditions. 
This leaching process dependson 
climatic conditions, soils, and the long- 
term performance of the engineered unit. 
EPA developed long-term quantitative 
estimates of leaching rates using the 
HELP model. 

In sum, the ground water back 
calculation procedure involves the 
application of three model components: 
the HELP model which addresses 
performance of engineered controls, the 
fate and transport model {EPASMOD} 
which models the behavior of 
constituents in the ground water 
environment, and the MINTEO medel 
which models the behavior of metals in 
the ground water environment (Ref. 2}. 
These major components of the ground ~ 
pewter = tr procedure are described 
in more detail below. 

b. The HELP model. The HELP model 
was develeped by EPA specifically to 
facilitate estimation ef the amount of 
runoff, drainage, and leachate that may 
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be expected to result from a hazardous: 
waste landfill. In general-the HELP . 
model predicts the water balance by . 


: _ performing a mass balance between 
_ flow inte various components of a 
. landfill-and water leaving these . 


components. The model uses: 


_ Climatelogie, soils; and design data to ie 


produce daily estimates of water . ta 
movement across, into, through; andeut 
of landfills. The HELP model.conducts: - 
water balance computations ona daily ~ 
time step.and-accounts for the effects of - 
runoff, surface evaporation, infiltration, 
evapotranspiration, subsurface lateral 
drainage, and percolation. The model 
contains default data which can be used 
if alternative data are not available. 
Data requirements and inputs to the 
model are discussed below. — 

i. Climatologic data. The HELP model 
contains a climatologic data base for 102 
reporting stations located in the U.S. 


The data base consists of 5 consecutive 


years of daily precipitation values in . 
inches, one set of mean monthly 
temperatures, mean monthly insolation, 
and leaf area indices and winter cover 
factors. The model allows manual input 
of all or any part of the above input 
variables. The maximum data base size — 
allowed by the model is 20 years of 
record. Because the built-in data files 
are not representative of climatic 
conditions in the U:S., the Agency 
developed representative climatic 
conditions for the U.S., then selected 
appropriate default climatic files from 
the medel for further analysis. 

To develop representative national 
climatologic conditions, precipitation 
and evaperation data from the National. 
Oceanic and Atmospheric: : 
Administration weve used to identify" 
ranges of climatic conditions that are 
encountered in the 48 contiguous States. 
Using these distributions, the Agency 
selected six precipitation ranges'and == 
three evapotranspiration conditions as- 
representative of the U.S. Thus, a totat 
of 16 climatic conditions were identified 
for developing national distributions of 
leaching rates. A reporting station of 
climatic data was selected im each of 
these 18 areas from the 102 cities 
included in the HELP mode! data base. 
Cities selected the median 
range for each of the 18 climatic 
conditions. Fer each city selected, the 5 
years of climatic data in the model were 
accessed and used to develop national — 
leaching rates. The Agency believes that 
the selected cities and associated 
climatic data are representative of 
climatic conditions throughout the U.S. 
and are appropriate for use in this e 
analysis. 
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Long-term chemical flux to ground 
water from land disposal units occurs as 
a result of precipitation (water) 
percolating through the waste and 
dissolving chemicals into this liquid. 
Precipitation in excess of losses due to 
surface runoff and evapotranspiration 
will result in net infiltration or deep 
percolation to soils below the root zone. 
The Agency considers net infiltration to 
be comparable to the long-term chemical 
flux at land disposal units. Thus, since 
EPA assumes that the land disposal unit 
is completely saturated at the end of the 
post-closure care period, if 1 inch of 
water is estimated to infiltrate into the 
unit, 1 inch of leachate will be released . 
from the unit. 

ii. Facility design. The goal of the 
design standards for hazardous waste 
land disposal units is to minimize the ° - 
formation and migration of leachate to 
the ground water environment. The 
Agency assumes that land disposal units 
will contain hazardous constituents that 
will be capable of migrating out of the 
units during the active life, closure, and 
post-closure period. The goal of the 
liners and leachate detection/collection 
systems is to minimize the rate and 
volume of leachate and constituent 
migration so as to prevent ground water 
contamination during the operating, 
closure and post-closure care periods 
(the latter is normally assumed to be 30 
years). During and after the post-closure 
care period, the final cover is required to 
minimize infiltration into the closed unit. 

Data describing the physical design of 
the land disposal unit-must be specified 
as inputs to the HELP model. The major 
design conditions which must be 
specified include cover and liner 
configuration (e.g., slope, soil types, 
barrier layer materials, vertical 
percolation layer and lateral drainage 
layers), type of vegetative cover, and 
depth of root zone. Specification of 
these design conditions was based on 
an evaluation of the requirements for 
RCRA Subtitle C land disposal units. 

As noted earlier, the model addresses 
four major methods of land disposal, i.e., 
surface impoundments, landfills, waste 
piles, and land treatment (underground 
injection wells are to be addressed 
separately). Eventually, the Agency 
hopes to develop an additional 
component to the ground water model 
which specifically addresses land 
treatment units. 

The Agency based its evaluation of 
the long-term performance of engineered 
controls at these units on several key 
assumptions. First, the Agency assumes 
that there will be no chemical flux - 
resulting in ground water contamination 
during the active life, closure, and post- 
closure care periods at these units. This 


assumption is based'on EPA's belief that’ 


the liner and leachate collection systems 
required by the new section 3004(o), 
together with corrective action 
requirements, will assure that hazardous 
constituents will not migrate to the 
ground water in unacceptable 
concentrations during this time period. 
Second, the Agency assumes that the 
engineering controls to be evaluated by 
the model, i.e., those remaining in place 
after the post-closure care period, are 
those controls applicable to a closed 
landfill.!° The assumption is founded on 
the requirements of the existing 


_ regulations which specify that surface 


impoundments and waste piles must 
either remove-or decontaminate all ..- 
hazardous wastes at closure, or close in 
conformance with landfill closure. _- 
standards (40 CFR 264,228 and 264.258). 
Third, the Agency assumes that the 
leachability of the waste is not 
diminished during the active life, 
closure, and post-closure care periods. 
Fourth, the Agency assumes no 
degradation of hazardous constituents 
through the postclosure care period. 
Fifth, the Agency assumes that 
infiltration resulting from precipitation 
is the major mechanism responsible for 
mobilizing wastes in the unit. Finally, 
the Agency assumes that, beginning 
immediately after the end of the post- 
closure care period, the engineering: 
controls applicable to a.closed landfill _ 
will have degenerated to-the point that 


the primary engineered mechanism for. _ 


controlling chemical flux through the 
unit will be the clay component of the 
cap. This is a worst-case assumption 
because it presumes the flexible 
membrane liners will cease to function 
immediately at the end of the post- 
closure care period. This last 
assumption is explored in more detail 
below. 

The engineering components of a 
closed landfill include multi-layered 
cover and liner systems consisting of 
drainage layers, flexibile membrane 
liners and soil barriers. Performance of 
engineered units in the short term (i.e., 
during the operating life, closure, and 
post-closure care periods) depends on. 
appropriate design, material selection 
and specification, construction, waste 
screening, inspection, maintenance, and 
monitoring. In the long term {i.e., beyond 


the 30-year post-closure care period) the. 


performance characteristics of cover ° 


10 As will be explained later, the model assumes 
that the controls remaining in place after the post- 
closure care period will consist only of the clay 
components of the cap and liner systems. All 
synthetic components, as well as the leachate 
detection/collection system, are assumed not to 
affect the chemical flux following the post-closure 
care period. 
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and liner systems can be expected to 
change. Components such as flexible 
membrane liners may undergo dramatic 
changes in performance while other 
components, such as clay liner, may 
undergo more limited change in 
performance. The effect these changes 
have on component and unit 
performance will control the chemical 
flux rate. 

The principal change affecting this 
long-term chemical flux rate is expected 
to be the degradation of the flexible 
membrane liners to a point where they 
are no longer effective in controlling 
leachate movement, Additionally, the 
leachate detection/collection systems 
that remove leachate from the unit are 
assumed not to be operating after the 30- 
year post-closure care period because 
the regulations generally do not require 
operation after this 30-year period. The 
clay layers are expected to have greater 
hydraulic conductivity as a result of 
geologic change and exposure to 
chemicals. 

Practical experience with the 
performance of flexible membrane liners 
as barriers to leachate flow is limited to 
a few decades. (Limited data suggest 


- that the long-term service life of flexible 


membrane liners may extend over 
several decades and possibly as long as 
100 years.} Since EPA's long-term 
analysis of engineering controls 
considers performance over hundreds of 
years and the service life of flexible 
membrane liners is estimated to be a 
fraction of this period, the effectiveness 
of flexible membrane liners to control 
leaching rates after the end of the post- 
closure care period is assumed to be 
equal or less than that of clay barriers. 
The use of clay soils in cover or liner 
systems is subject to both geologic 
weathering and alteration of the clay 
soil structure on exposure to chemicals. 
The extent of alteration is controlled by 
factors such as type of clay mineral, 
waste constituent, and constituent 
concentration. Naturally occurring clay 
soils near the ground surface can be 
considered representative of the extent 
of geologic weathering to which clay 
barriers in RCRA Subtitle C facilities 
will be exposed. A survey of clay soils 
across the U.S, indicates ranges of 
hydraulic conductivity from 1.4 x 10~* 
to'4.3 x 10 ~*cm/sec for soils at depths 
of 30 to 80 inches (Ref. 40). The Agency 
assumed that natural clays compacted 
to achieve the required hydraulic 
conductivity of 10-’ cm/sec will have . 
long-term hydraulic conductivities 
similar to the upper limit for hydraulic 
conductivity found in geologically 
weathered naturally occurring clays. 
Additionally, evidence indicates that the 
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hydraulic conductivities of clay soils 
may increase by a factor of 100 upon 
exposure to waste constituents {Ref. 2). 
While much of the current knowledge of 
chemical interactions with clay is based 
on laboratery studies, similar effects are 
expected under field conditions. A 
hydraulic conductivity range ef 5 x 10-* 
to 5 x 10° *em/sec is assumed te be a 
reasonable estimate of the long-term 
performance of clay barriers. 

Based on the abeve evaluation, the 
ae selected the following facility 

sign conditions for a RCRA Subtitle C 
landfill for analysis in the HELP model: 

(AJA op cemine consisting of: 

(1) Two of cover soil consisting of 
a loam texture and good grass stand. 

{2} One foot drainage layer at 2. 
percent slope to a free drain at the toe of 
the slope. 

(3) Root zone of 3 feet. 

(4) Clay cover of 3 feet with a long- 
tgerm hydraulic conductivity of 1x 106% 
cm/sec; *® 

(B) A liner consisting of: 

(1) A flexible membrane liner. 

(2) A clay liner. 

However, as previeusly discussed, the 
long-term effectiveness of flexible 
membrane liners is assumed te be equal 
to or less than that of the clay liner. The 
clay layer in the bottom liner system is 
assumed to be subject to similar 
conditions as the clay layer in the cover 

i chemicals 


greater than the clay layer in the cover, 
and to have ao effect on the chemical 
flux through the unit. 

Leaching {flux} rates were estimated 
for RCRA Subtitle C landfilts using the 


taciples toy 
relating the areal flux of leachate 


through a land disposal unit to the 
nature of the leachate after it is mixed in 
the aquifer. This mechanism is 
described later in this unit. EPA solicits 
public comment on the above-described 


presumed to-previde equa or jess control than clay 
liners. 


certain RCRA Subtitle C facilities. in 
particular, the Agency requests — 
comment en the various 
articulated im the foregeing discussion. 

c. Fate and transport modei. The a 
and transpert of constituents im the 
ground water tea measurement point 


the model are based upon i 
solution procedures well established in 
the scientific literature. 

The proposed ground water model 
accounts for most of the major physical 
and chemical processes known to 
influence movement and 
transformations of chemicals in simple, 
homogeneous and isotropic porous 
media under steady flow cenitinin. 
The mechanisms considered include 

advection, hydrodynamic dispersion in 
the longitudimal, lateral, and vertical 
dimensions, absorption, and chemical 
degradation. Mechanisms not 
considered in the mode} inchide 
biodegradation and dilution of 
constituents in drinking wells: due to 
well drawdown. The Agency requests 
comment on an alternative 
which would account for dilution caused 
by well drawdown. EPA requests 
submission of data on constituent 
dilution rates typically caused by well 
drawdown to assist its consideration of 
this matter by commentators concerned 
about this issue. 

d. Mode! assumptions. The analytical 
solution described below is based on a 
number of key assumptions — to 
the features of ground water flow, 
properties of the porous medium and the 
behavior of hazardous wastes in ground 
water. These assumptions include the 
following: 

i. Saturated soil conditions {no 
attenuation of chemicals in the 
unsaturated zone}. 

ii. Flow regions of infinite extent in 
the longitudinal direction, semi-infinite 
extent in the lateral direction, and finite 
in the vertical direction. 

ii. AH aquifer properties are 
homogeneous and isotropic and of 
constant thickness. 

iv. Ground water flow is uniform and 
contimuaus in direction and velecity. 

v. Degradation is limited to hydrolysis 
and bypreducts of hydrolysis are 
assumed to be nonhazardous. 

vi. Sorption behaves linearly. 

vii. Infinite source—supplies a 
constant mass flux rate. 

viii. Precipitation recharge supplies 
water to the aquifer. 

ix. The ground water is initially free.of 
contamination. 
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x. The receptor well is directly in line 
with the source and the ground water 
flow. 

xi. The naan well is located 500 
feet from the unit. 

The effect of the first assumption is te 
presume that a waste is placed directly 
at the top of the saturated zone. Based 
on a survey of 163 Part B permit 
applications available within EPA as of 
October 1984, the Agency determined — 
this assumption to be reasonable 
because approximately 10 percent of the 
land disposal units in the survey 
extended to the top or within a few feet 
of an aquifer. This worst-case 
assumption predicts that no attenuation 
occurs during the migration of 
constituentsin feachates to the 
underlying aquifer. The Agency believes 
this conservative assumption, like the 
other conservative assumptions 
included in this analysis, is appropriate 
for the reasons noted in Unit JILA. The 


’ second assumption of infinite and semi- 


infinite flow regions in the longitudinal 
and lateral direction respectively is 
appropriate for all simplified analytical 
ground water flow models. However, 
aquifers have a finite areal extent and 
could be confined by impermeable 
layers. If an aquifer is confined by an 
impermeable layer, this assumption may 
underestimate or overestimate 
downgradient contaminant 
concentrations. ; 

The assumption of homogeneous and 
isotropic aquifer properties is rarely 
encountered in the field, but the 
availability of data and the generic 
nature of this analysis require the use of 
a homogeneous and isotropic 
approximation. Also, this assumption is 
usually employed if the solution of the 
problem is obtained by analytical 
techniques. 

The fourth assumption of uniform flow 
velocity presumes that the water volume 
entering from the source isnot large 
enough te affect the natural ground 
water gradient. This assumption is 
appropriate for simplified analytical 
solutions. In situations where the ground 
water flow system contains pumping or 
injection wells, drastic changes in the 
velocity distribution will occur. Under 
this situation, the steady-state 
do ient contaminant 
concentrations may be overestimated or 
underestimated. 

Degradation limited te hydrolysis, the 
fifth assumption, is the only mechanism 

formation considered in the 
prepesed model. While other 
transformation mechanisms such as 
biodegradation and oxidation are also 
important, the Agency’s-present 
understanding of these mechanisms 
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does not yet permit a kinetic 
representation of these processes within 
the system modeled. The effects, 
relative importance, and interactions of 
these processes in the ground water 
environment are not well understood 

. and are under investigation. 

in general, all transformations are 
dependent upon both the chemical 
constituent and the prevailing 
environmental properties. For 
hydrolysis, ground water pH and 
temperature must be known. The 
Agency's analysis to date has identified 
more than 20,000 measurements for pH 
and temperature from which distribution 
functions can be assigned for purposes 
of evaluating variation and uncertainty. 
Similar data describing microbial 
populations, metabolizable carbon 
sources, etc., are not generally available. 
The Agency believes that with this 
limited understanding of the factors 
influencing biodegradation and 
oxidation in the ground water 
environment, these processes cannot be 
included in the proposed ground water 
screening model. By including only 
hydrolysis in the model, the Agency is 
being conservative. The Agency 
requests comment on an alternative 
modeling approach which would 
directly consider these phenomena. 
Accordingly, the Agency is interested in 
receiving any available data on 
constituent biodegradation, oxidation, 
and reduction rates in ground water. 

The sixth assumption, sorption 
behaves linearly, specifies that sorption 
is instantaneous, of local equilibrium, 
and completely reversible. Sorption 
reactions for contaminants in ground 
water are viewed as being rapid relative 
to the flow velocity; and the amount of 
contaminant sorbed is commonly a 
function of concentration in the solution. 
At constant temperature and moderate 
concentrations, the relationship between 
the absorbed concentration and 
dissolved concentration is approximated 
by equilibrium isotherms. Based on this 
relationship, the Agency believes this 
assumption to be reasonable. 

’ The seventh assumption of an infinite 
source presumes that the mass of a 
constituent in a land disposal unit is 
physically realistic to justify this 
conservative assumption. The Agency 
has evaluated the significance of this 
assumption and its impact on the 
outcomes of the ground water modeling 
procedure. The evaluation demonstrates 
that the mass required to justify this 
assumption is quite reasonable and 
physically realistic (Ref. 2). 

The assumption of dilution of the 
contaminant plume by precipitation 
recharge accounts for the impact of 
water that infiltrates through the soil 


layers and enters the aquifer. The 
Agency believes it is appropriate to 
incorporate precipitation recharge in the 
ground water model because it is a 
process known to occur in the 
environment and representative values 
can be developed for the contiguous 48 
States using the HELP model. 

The assumption of placement of a 
well in the exact position to receive the 
highest concentration of a contaminant 
represents @ worst case. The Agency 
believes this assumption is appropriate 
for use in the generic screening 
procedure because some drinking water 
wells may be directly in line with RCRA 
Subtitle C land disposal units and 
because it is impossible to determine the 
extent to which wells are not located 
directly in the path of potential plumes. 

Finally, the back calculation is based 
on the assumption that the receptor well 
is located 500 feet from the unit. Existing 
RCRA regulations under §§ 264.120 and 
265.120 require owners of disposal 
facilities to record a notation on the 
deed for the property (or other 
instruments examined during title 
searches), that the land has been used to 
manage hazardous waste. Since this will 
provide notice to subsequent owners of 
the property of the land's prior use, it 
may be reasonable to assume that no 
one would extract water for human 
consumption from within the property 
boundary. Accordingly, EPA could 
conclude that the area of effective 
control extends to the property 
boundary. A more conservative 
approach to defining the area of 
effective control is the waste 
management boundary—an imaginary 
line circumscribing the regulated units at 
the facility or, even more conservatively, 
the edge of the disposal unit. As 
described in further detail in Unit III.G 
of this preamble, on a site-specific basis, 
the area of effective control may extend 
beyond the unit, waste management 
area, or in limited circumstances, the 
property boundary. 

In an attempt to quantify a distance 
representing the potential point of 
human exposure on a generic basis, the 
Agency did a survey of 163 Part B 
hazardous waste land disposal permit 


2 7c 
(1) 


Where: 


x, y, Z=spatial coordinates in the 
longitudinal lateral and vertical 
directions, respectively, (m) 


applications available to EPA as of 
October 1984. (This information is 
currently being updated to include 
permit applications received since 
October 1964.} Information from that 
survey on the ranges of distances to 
both the waste management 

and the property boundary from the 
edge of land disposal units is presented 
in the following Table 5; 


TABLE 5.—ESTIMATED DISTANCES TO PROPER- 
Ty BOUNDARY AND WASTE MANAGEMENT 
BounDARY FROM LAND Disposat UNITS 
BASED ON PART B PERMIT APPLICATIONS 


Range 71-8,500 Rcccnnnnsnnnnnnnne 90% 
Estimated Distance to Downgradient Waste Management 


Rage 0-3,543 ft .........ccvsesserssenseseseresenserseesnee 90% = 1,137 ft 


Estimated Distance to Waste Management 
Line from Edge of Average Land Disposal Unit: 


*“N” stands for the number of units evaluated. 


Based on this information, the Agency 
believes that selection of a distance of 
500 feet is a reasonably conservative 
estimation of the point of potential 
human exposure. 

(A) Characteristics of the model. The 
three dimensional transport equation 
upon which the proposed ground water 
model is based has terms representing 
dispersion in three dimensions, and 
chemical-specific decay and velocity. It 
is presented as equation (1) written in 
the form (Ref. 23): 


26.0 -O,, 26 - V. d¢ ~ 96 .y6 + Ic 
Pex an? * Woy? 22922 R; 


Ox ot 


c=dissolved concentration of chemical, (g/ 
ml) 
D,x, D,y, D,.=retarded dispersion coefficients 
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in the x, y and z directions, respectively, 
(m*/yr) 
V=ground water seepage velocity assumed 
to be in the x direction, (m*/yr) 
R,=retardaton factor, (dimensionless} 
t=eldpsed time, (yr) 
effective first order decay constant, (yr~*) 
@=volumetric water content of the porous 
medium, (cm*/cm4, 
i=net recharge due to precipitation (yr~'). 


The retardation factor, R;, and the 
effective decay constant, are defined as 


follows: 
( 2) R= 1+ 2M 


and, 


(3) y= A20-A2 Poa 
0°PK, 


Where: 

P,=bulk density of the porous medium 
(g/cm*) 

K,=distribution coefficient (cm*/g) 

6=volumetric water content, (cm*/cm*) 

A: =decay constant for dissolved phase, 
{yr~*) 

sendin constant for sorbed phase, ({yr~'). 


A schematic description of the three- 
dimensional region considered is 
presented in the following Figure 4; 

The flow region is regarded as semi- 
infinite in the x-direction (0<x< ), 
infinite in the y-direction (co <y< «o) 
and finite in the z-direction (0<z<B) 
where B is equal to the saturated zone 
thickness. Initially the aquifer is 
assumed to be free of contamination. 

The analytical solution treats the 
source concentration (the contaminant 
concentration in the leachate directly 
below the land disposal unit) as a 
Gaussian distribution in the lateral 
direction (along the y axis 
corresponding to the leading down- 
gradient edge of the unit) and a uniform 


cp (x, y,z,t)= H 


(4) o 
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distribution over the vertical mixing or 
leachate penetration depth, H. The 
maximum dissolved concentration of the 
contaminant, c,, occurs at the center of 
the Gaussian distribution, y,. The 
Gaussian distribution of the 
contaminant concentration is defined b 
its standard deviation, o. The Sendicd 
deviation is measured in terms of 
distance (meters) and is related to the 
width of the disposal unit. 

The solution of equation (1), subjected 
to the initial and boundary conditions, is 
derived in the Background Document to 
the ground water screening procedure 
(Ref. 2). This three dimensional 
analytical solution can be written in a 
functional form as follows: 


C_(X,y,t) + ACy(x,y,z,t) 
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PERSPECTIVE PLOT 


FIGURE: 4 Schematic Description of Three-Dimensional Region For 
The Analytical Solution. 


where the function c,(x,y,z,t) represents 
partial penetration of the leachate 
source in the aquifer c,(x,y,t) represents 
full penetration of the leachate source in 
the aquifer and H/B represents the 
penetration ratio. The penetration ratio, 
H/B, is a correction term which 
accounts for the maximum leachate 
penetration in the aquifer at the waste 
unit boundary and has a value between 
0 and 1. According to equation (4), the 
analytical solution for the general 
partial penetration case, c,(x,y,z,t), 
consists of two terms. The first term is 
the product of the penetration ratio (H/ 
B) and the solution for the 
corresponding case where full 
penetration of the source (complete 
vertical mixing) over the entire 
saturated thickness is assumed. It can 
be interpreted as the concentration that 
would be predicted if vertical spreading 
of the contaminant plume is not 
allowed. The second term, Ac,(x,y,z,t), is 
a correction term necessary to allow for 
the partial penetration effect which 
leads to vertical dispersion. Vertical 
dispersion will cause the contaminant 
plume to grow in the vertical direction 
with increasing longitudinal distance 
from the source. However, vertical 


extent of the plume is limited by aquifer 
thickness. The functions for partial 
penetration and full penetration are 
derived in the Background Document to 
the ground water screening procedure 
(Ref. 2). 

(B) General dimensional 
relationships. The apparent 
complexities of the mathematical 
solution have been simplified somewhat 
by the derivation of dimensionless 
quantities that combine appropriate 
variables into groups of related 
parameters. This procedure enhances 
the graphical display of both the 
solution technique and individual 
example solutions because the results 
are scaled to a much narrower 
numerical range. The general and 
simplified dimensionless relationships 
to equation (4) for steady-state 
concentration distributions along the x- 
axis are derived in the Background 
Document to the ground water screening 
procedure (Ref. 2). These relationships 
in combination with the graphical 
solution in the form of dimensionless 
type-curves and tabulated values of the 
dimensionless concentration and 
dilution factor, developed from the 
computerized analytical solution, can be 


used to evaluate steady-state maximum 
concentration values at any point along 
the x-axis. An example calculation 
demonstrating the utilization of the 
dimensionless relationships and type- 
curves or tabulated values is provided in 
the Background Document to the ground 
water screening procedure (Ref. 2). 

The steady-state three dimensional 
anaytical solution has been programmed 
into a Fortran computer code, 
EPASMOD-P (Ref. 2). This code will be 
used to establish the back-calculated 
screening constituent levels for 
constituents evaluated under the land 
disposal restrictions program. To use the 
EPASMOD ground water model, input 
data for all model parameters must be 
identified. In general, however, the 
behavior of a specific constituent in the 
environment is highly dependent on 
both the environmental setting and the 
properties of the constituent. The 
assignment of specific values to 
describe the behavior of the modeled 
system is further complicated by 
uncertainty about how to specify a 
single value for each model parameter 
which represents a “worst-case” or 
“reasonable worst case.” As an 





‘1646 


alternative to identifying reasonable 
worst-case values for each model 
parameter, EPA developed a procedure 
that accommodates the possible 
variation in environmental settings, the 
uncertainties in specific chemical 
properties, and the range of impact of 
engineered system releases from land 
disposal units. The developed approach, 
termed Monte Carlo simulation, involves 
large numbers of computer runs (e.g., 
1,000 to 5,000) with values for each input 
parameter drawn from data sets 
describing ranges of possible values and 
the distribution of values within the 
range. Additionally, where parameters 
are correlated, and therefore dependent, 
the relationships are properly specified 
in the Monte Carlo routine. The Monte 
Carlo process proceeds as follows: 

(1) Values from each input distribution 
are selected at random. 

(2) A value for the desired output 
variable, G, (i.e., back-calculated 
concentration levels) is computed for 
each randomly selected set of inputs. 

(3) The input selection and 


computation steps are repeated a large 
number of times (e.g., 1,000 to 5,000) to 
produce a well-defined distribution of 
outputs. 

(4) The output values are analyzed for 
presentation as a distribution. 

The ground water model parameters 
and input data requirements include the 
following: ground water velocity, 
porosity of the saturated media, 
dispersivity of the aquifer, distance to 
the measurement point, stahidard 
deviation of the Gaussian source, 
penetration depth of leachate into the 
aquifer, thickness of the aquifer, fraction 
organic carbon content of the soil, pH 
and temperature of the ground water, 
and acid, base, and neutral hydrolysis 
rates. To apply the Monte Carlo analysis 
properly, relationships between these 
environmental parameters must be 
determined. The following Table 6 
illustrates the expected dependence 
among the ground water model 
parameters and input data: 

This table was constructed from a 
combination of documented 
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observations and engineering judgment. 
(See the Background Document to the 
ground water screening procedure (Ref. 
2) for a discussion of the expected 
dependent and independent 
relationships among the input 
parameters to the model.) In some cases 
very weak dependencies may exist but 
an assumption of independence is made 
in light of the model's sensitivity to the 
assumption. The data points denoted by 
“D” are thought to be sufficiently 
dependent to require correlated input 
sequences. All pairs denoted by “I" are 
considered independent. Independent 
data sets can be developed as empirical 
distributions of observed data, as. 
theoretical distributions from a ‘‘best- 
fit” analysis of observed data, or as 
assumed distributions. Dependent data 
sets can be developed as empirical, 
joint, or multivariate distributions, 
theoretical distributions, or from 
functional dependencies among the 
variables and parameters. 


BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 
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Tab le 6--SUMMARY OF RELATIONSHIPS AMONG MODEL PARAMETERS 
AND INPUT VALUES 


D denotes dependence 


I denotes weak or no dependence 


BILLING CODE 6560-50-C 
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The summary shown in Table 6 
suggests that none of the variables or 
parameters is totally independent of all 
other variables or parameters. In some 
cases, however, an independent “seed” 
distribution can be generated to which 
other variables are correlated. For 
example, the temperature (T) will 
influence the hydrolysis rate constants 
but the reverse is not true nor, for the 
system studied, does anything else 
influence temperature. Following this 
rationale, the parameters and variables 
are generated independently as follows. 

(a) Thickness of the saturated zone. 
The thickness of the saturated zone, B, 
influences the opportunity for vertical 
dispersive mixing as the plume moves 
downgradient. Literature values taken 
from measurements and surveys were 
used to derive a distribution for this 
parameter. For the Monte Carlo analysis 
the thickness of the saturated zone is 
varied exponentially from 3 to 560 
meters. 

(b) Fractional organic carbon content. 
The fractional organic carbon content, 
foc, is used to determine the distribution 
coefficient, Kp. The distribution 
coefficient can be determined from the 
following relationship: 


Kp = (foc) (Koc) 


(5) 


where: 
KOC-distribution coefficient normalized to 
organic carbon. 


It is clear from this relationship that the 
variation in foc leads directly to 
variation in the Kp and hence 
retardation of the solute in ground 
water. Unfortunately, few if any 
comprehensive subsurface 
characterizations of organic carbon 
content exist. In general the values are 
known to be very low, typically less 
than .01. In the absence of evidence to 
the contrary, the approach taken was to 
assume a low range of Foc. A 
distribution shape for this range was 
determined by the distribution of 
measured dissolved organic carbon 
recorded as entries to EPA's STORET 
data base (Ref. 110). The assumption is 
that dissolved organic carbon reflects 
the existence (and hence distribution) of 
organic carbon in the subsurface 
environment being considered. 

(c) Ground water pH. The model 
assumes that the ground water is 
sufficiently buffered to insure that the 
PH is not influenced by input of 


contaminants or changes in temperature. 


This permits a pH distribution to be 
derived independently. STORET data 
were analyzed, a distribution developed 


and summary statistics generated for 
pH. 
(d) Ground water temperature. 
Assumptions about the independence of 
ground water temperature are 
essentially the same as for pH. 
Temperature influences hydrolysis 
reactions but the reverse is ignored. 
Temperature can also influence 
sorption, but such effects are ignored in 
this analysis because the influence of 
temperature on sorption is much less 
significant than its effect on hydrolysis 
and the data required to determine this 
relationship are not available. 

(e) Leachate penetration depth. The 
depth, H, to which the leachate flow 
penetrates the saturated zone is 
probably related to the relative 
differences in the leachate velocity and 
the ground water velocity. Because this 
analysis is based on a closed landfill 
and given the fact that disposal of free 
liquids in landfills is now not permitted, 
density gradients or stratification of 
“floaters” or “sinkers” are not likely to 
occur. Lacking any meaningful data, a 
simple, independent, uniform 
distribution ranging from a fixed 
minimum of 2 meters to a fixed 
maximum of 10 meters was assumed. 

(f) Net recharge. Recharge, I, is the 
amount of water that enters an aquifer 
system. It is a function of climate, 
topographic, and soil properties. A 
distribution for this parameter was 
developed using the 18 national climatic 
conditions previously identified in the 
HELP model discussion for estimating 
national distributions of leaching rates. 

Since the ground water model 
assumes that the porous media is 
uniform, the effect of recharge causes 
the ground water to rise and fall 
uniformly. Thus, there is no change on 
the gradient or ground water velocity. 
The expression for estimating I is as 
follows: 


(6) aren 


where: 
q =net infiltration, m/yr 
H=leachate penetration depth, m 


A summary of the procedures used to 
generate the independent input data sets 
is given in the following Table 7: 


TABLE 7.—SUMMARY OF PROCEDURES USED 
TO GENERATE INDEPENDENT INPUT DaTA SETS 


Source of data and/or 
reference 


Various literature 
STORET, assumptions 
STORET 
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TABLE 7.—SUMMARY OF PROCEDURES USED 
TO GENERATE INDEPENDENT INPUT DATA 
Sets—Continued 


STORET 
Various literature 
' Fitted Distribution to empirical data. 
* Assumed Distribution. 
The fitted distribution (FD) method 
refers to the development of a 
mathematically defined frequency 
distribution function by “fitting” various 
possible distributions (e.g., normal, log 
normal, exponential) or mixtures of 
distributions to ihe “observed” data and 
selecting the “best fit” distribution for 
use in the Monte Carlo process. In all 
cases, EPA recognizes the possibility 
that the data in STORET may represent 
a biased sample. However, lacking 
another alternative, EPA accepted the 
data as representative of ground water 
and subsurface conditions. 

The remaining input parameters and 
variables are dependent and cannot be 
generated without properly “matching” 
each value with other related values. 
The main purpose of building in 
dependencies is to avoid unrealistic or 
impossible sets of data. For example, a 
uniform soil having high porosity 
because of high clay content will rarely 
if ever have high ground water velocities 
because of the low hydraulic 
conductivities. Failure to exclude such 
possibilities, however, by assuming that 
porosity and velocity are independent 
will lead to unrealistic if not impossible 
modeling results. 

In general, precise functional 
relationships among all the dependent 
variables or parameters do not exist. 
Similarly, observed data for all values 
taken in sets do not exist or are 
inadequate in number to permit a 
statistical representation of the 
dependencies. Fortunately, however, 
equations do exist in the engineering 
and scientific literature to permit 
generation of sets of “possible” 
combinations of input data. Generation 
of consistent sets of input data is much 
easier to accomplish than the more 
rigorous but related task of predicting a 
precise, site-specific set of values given 
only one or two measurements at that 
site. The parameters and variables to be 
generated as dependent values are 
discussed below. 

(g) Dispersivity. The spreading of 
solutes transported by ground water is 
usually described as a combination of 
molecular diffusion and mechanical 
mixing. The relative magnitudes of each 
are such that molecular diffusion can be 





Federal Register / Vol. 51, No. 9 / Tuesday, January 14, 1986 / Proposed Rules 


ignored. The property of the soil or 
porous medium that is commonly used 
to define the magnitude and direction of 
dispersion is included in the dispersivity 
parameters. A generalized theory to 
describe dispersivity has not yet been 
developed but recent work has noted a 
strong dependence on scale (Refs. 16, 49, 
79, 83, 84, and 94). Some investigators 
(Ref. 84) have reported simple, linear 
dependencies for longitudinal 
dispersivity, ¥, as 10 percent of the 
measurement distance, x. 


0.1(x) 


where: 
X=mean travel distance. 


More recently, Guven et. al. (Ref. 51) 
completed a detailed theoretical 
analysis and suggested an expression of 
similar form 


(7a) <r = 0.093 x + 0.007 


EPA believes that this relationship is a 
reasonable approximation for 
longitudinal dispersivity and 
appropriate for use in the Monte Carlo 
routine. 

Transverse dispersivity, «7, has been 
studied to a lesser degree but its 
magnitude is known to be less than 
longitudinal dispersivity while 
maintaining scale dependency (Refs. 16, 
88, and 94). Typically, transverse 
dispersivity is related to longitudinal 
dispersivity by a simple ratio leading to 
the following expression 


(8) ,1/%p = LTR 


where: 
LTR=longitudinal-transverse dispersivity 
ratio. 


A range of LTRs has been reported and 
appears to center around a value of 3.0. 
Again, to insure consistency in input 
data while maintaining a 
straightforward approach, an LTR of 3.0 
was selected for the Monte Carlo 
analysis. 

For unidirectional flow in the 
longitudinal direction the vertical 
dispersivity, «,, is quite low. Using the 
ratio «,/«y, to describe vertical 
dispersivity, Gelhar et al. (Ref. 49) 
reported a range of 30 to 1,860 meters 
with an average of about 400. Because 
less is known about vertical 


dispersivity, for the Monte Carlo routine, 
EPA assumed that it varied uniformly 
within the range of 40 to 400 meters. 

The data generation approach for 
dispersivity can be summarized by the 
following equations: 


= 0.0333 (x) 


“= 0.0025(x) - 0.01(x) 


Where x is the downgradient exposure 
point distance selected for 
implementation of the decision rule. 

(h) Porosity. Porosity, 0, is the ratio of 
the volume of the voids of a given soil or 
rock mass to the total volume of the soil 
or rock mass. Values for porosity may 
range from zero (no pore space) to one 
(no solid). The porosity of a uniform 
porous media is largely a function of 
particle size. For small particle sizes like 
clay, porosity increases to a maximum 
of around 50 percent. Porosities of 
coarser media like gravel decrease to a 
minimum of around 30 percent. These 
measured ranges of porosities suggest a 
strong correlation with mean particle 
diameter, d. Data reported by Davis 
(Ref. 38) were used to develop a 
regression equation relating porosity to 
the mean particle diameter as follows: 


= 0.261 - 0.0385 Ind 


where In d is the natural log of the mean 
particle diameter. . 

Because porosities are generally 
known for a wide range of soils and 
porous media, another approach to 
generating input values is to determine a 
distribution for 6 from observed data. It 
will be shown later, however, that 
porosity, 9, is linked to velocity, V, 
through the mean particle size, d. Thus, 
to preserve this relationship, the 
distribution for porosity is generated 
from a “seed” distribution for particle 
size diameter, shown above. The mean 
particle diameter as the single 
correlated property to porosity ignores 
the influence of particle sorting within 
porous media and hence may not be the 
most accurate approach in developing 
the dependence. Unfortunately, at the 
present time the distribution of sorting 
and mean particle size in materials in 
the saturated zones is not well enough 
known to be used in the methodology. 

The distribution of particle sizes 
selected should reflect the distribution 
of subsurface characteristics in all areas 
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subject to potential use for land 
disposal. While specific case studies 
exist, apparently no general 
characterization is available. One 
approach is to assume a distribution 
bounded by reported ranges. In the 
absence of data, both a uniform and a 
log-uniform distribuiton were 
investigated. The long-uniform 
distribution was selected because it 
more heavily weights the influence of 
smaller particle sizes and because the 
related, derived velocity distribution is 
more consistent with observed data. 

(i) Bulk density. The soil’s bulk 
density, pb, is defined as the mass of dry 
soil divided by its total (or bulk) volume. 
Bulk density directly influences the 
retardation of solutes and is related to 
soil structure. In general, as soils 
become more compact their bulk density 
increases. This relationship produces a 
dependency between porosity and bulk 
density. Freeze and Cherry (Ref. 48) note 
that: 


(11) 


where: 


P»=particle size density, g/cm* and 
pp=bulk density, g/cm*. 


By assuming p,=2.65, equation 11 can 
be rearranged to yield an expression for 
estimating bulk density given the 
porosity as follows: 


ai eee Se 


The particle density of soil materials 
varies over a very narrow range and can 
be fixed at a value of 2.65 gm/cm*. The 
equation above can be used to derive a 
frequency distribution for bulk density 
given the previously generated 
distribution for porosity. 

(j) Velocity. The velocity of ground 
water is a major determinant of the 
transport of solutes in subsurface 
systems. In uniform porous media, it is 
the dominant factor and must be 
properly specified in the Monte Carlo 
process. Dependencies among the input 
data (porosity and bulk density) must be 
preserved while generating realistic 
values of velocity. 

Ground water flow velocities vary 
widely. Mackay et al. (Ref. 73) report 
that velocities typically range between 1 
to 100 m/yr. These ranges apply to 
typical “natural gradient” conditions 
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and higher velocities can exist under 
both man-induced (e.g., well-field 
drawdown) and extreme natural 
situations. For example, velocities in 
excess of 9,000 m/yr have been reported 
(Ref. 51) for a glacial outwash material. 
Such data sources could be used to 
develop an empirical frequency 
distribution for velocity, but the 
requirement to maintain dependencies 
with soil properties is not easily met 
using this approach. 

Velocities are related to soil 
properties and other site-specific factors 
through Darcy's law. Using Darcy's law 
and assumptions of steady flow in 
uniform, saturated media yields the 
following expression for average pore 
velocity, V 


Ks: S 


V 
(13) 6 


where: 
K,=saturated hydraulic conductivity, cm/sec 
S=hydraulic gradient 
@=porosity 
beause an expression for porosity, @, 
has already been developed, this 
equation properly relates velocity and 
porosity. The saturated hydraulic 
conductivity, K,, reflects the “ease” with 
which water is transported through 
porous media and for any given fluid, K, 
is a function of porous medium 
properties such as particle size, grain 
shape, connectivity, and tortuosity. To 
the extent that K, is related to such 
properties if functional relationships 
exist for K,, then dependencies among 
V, K, and @ can also be represented. 
Individual, site-specific measurements 
for K, are usually difficult to make and 
the spatial variability of “point” 
measurements is the subject of much 
current research. Also, site-specific 
variations in K, values introduce 
considerable uncertainty in modeling 
ground water flow when point estimates 
or averaged point values are used as 
model inputs. The objective here is to 
insure consistency in results while 
representing the wide variations 
expected from site to site, Given this 
objective (that is much less demanding 
than an attempt to predict an accurate 
K, for any given site), it is reasonable to 
use an approximate functional 
relationship. The most notable among 
these is the Karmen-Cozeny equation 
(Ref. 23). 


K, = 478 { d*| 


where: 

6 = porosity 

d = mean particle diameter 

Note that this equation relates saturated 
hydraulic conductivity to porosity and 
particle size diameter. Furthermore, 
porosity, 0, is derived from the particle 
density, pp, that is generated from a 
“seed” distribution. 

The remaining factor in the previous 
equation for velocity is the gradient, S. 
In general, the gradient is a function of 
the local topography, ground water 
recharge volumes and locations, and the 
influence of withdrawals (e.g., well 
fields). It is also likely to be indirectly 
related to porous media properties. 
Rarely are large gradients associated 
with very high conductivities. No 
functional relationships exists, however, 
to express this association. Thus, 
another independent “seed” distribution 
is required. The potential problem with 
the independence assumption is in 
“extreme” values. Data sets having large 
values for both K and S will also have 
very large values for velocities, resulting 
in unrealistic conditions. These 
conditions can be prevented by 
bounding the velocities such that a fixed 
maximum is not exceeded. The 
observed value of 9,250 m/yr was 
selected for this purpose. 

The distribution for the gradient can 
be assumed or derived from 
observations. Gradient data were 
included in the survey of Part B permit 
applications and were analyzed to 
develop a frequency distribution. 

(k) Standard deviation of the 
Gaussian distribution for the source 
concentration. The standard deviation 
of the Gaussian source, o, defines the 
nature of the leachate after it has mixed 
with the underlying saturated zone. 
Because o, reflects the nature and 
extent of the leachate interaction with 
the ground water beneath the facility, it 
also reflects the failure of the engineered 
controls on the facility (e.g., liners, 
caps). From mass balance principles the 
standard deviation, o, is related to the 
environmental setting by: 


GA, oy fom v @- He co 
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where: 

q=unit areal flux of leachate through the 
land disposal facility, m yr~* 

A, =area of disposal facility, m? 

V=ground water velocity, m yr=* 

@ =saturated zone porosity 

H=leachate penetration into the saturated 
zone, m 

“‘L=contaminant concentration in the 
leachate 

©o=contaminant concentration in the mixing 
zohe beneath the facility 


If we assume that the leachate 
concentration, c,, is the same as the 
maximum concentration c, (at y=0) of 
the Gaussian concentration distribution, 
then this equation enables direct 
calculation of given the other, known 
variables. Setting c,=c, in the above 
equation simply means that the leachate 
displaces the ground water and dilution 
occurs after advective transport is 
initiated, a reasonable assumption given 
the low velocities for leachate fluxes. In 
other words, the leachate is mixed at a 
constant concentration over the 
penetration depth and dilution in the 
vertical direction is initiated in the 
model during ground water transport. 

Values for chemical flux, q, vary 
depending on the location of facilities, 
their vertical configuration (e.g., liners, 
caps), and their performance over time. 
The procedure used to produce a 
distribution for q has been described 
previously. A distribution for the area 
term, A,,, was generated from the survey 
of Part B permit applications. Velocity, 
V, porosity, 6, and penetration depth, H, 
were generated as previously discussed. 
For mathematical reasons (boundary 
effects) the constraint that the ratio, H/ 
B, where B is the saturated zone 
thickness, be less than 0.5 must also be 
made. The minimum saturated thickness 
is set to 3 meters. 

(1) Hydrolysis rates. Hydrolysis rate 
constants are unique to each chemical 
and will be determined from the 
literature or from laboratory 
experiments. All rates (acid-catalyzed 
(k,), neutral (k,,), base-catalyzed (k,)) 
are influenced by ground water 
temperature. Acid and base catalyzed 
hydrolysis, k, and k, respectively, are 
also influenced by pH. The pH 
dependency is included directly in the 
ground water model and the rates will 
be adjusted accordingly via the 
independently derived distribution for 
pH. The temperature dependency 
requires further elaboration. 

Rate constants are often adjusted for 
temperature effects by the Arrhenius 
equation. Because the rate constant 
values are given for a specific 
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. temperature, the need exists to adjust 
these values to account for different 
temperatures in the ground water. Using 
the generic activation energy 
recommended by Wolfe (Ref. 126) of 
approximately 20k cal/mole, the 
temperature correction factor can be 
written as: 3 


where: 

K",.n.» = second-order hydrolysis rate 
constants for acid, neutral, or base 
conditions at temperature T 

KT...» = second-order hydrolysis rate 
constants for acid, neutral, or base 
conditions at reference temperature, T, 

T, T, = temperature, °Kelvin 


The temperature can also influence 
the base-catalyzed hydrolysis rate 
through influence on autoprotolysis of 
water. Porous medium properties and 
ground waters are sufficiently buffered, 
however, to minimize this effect, 


temperature corrections to pH are not 
made. 

(m) Distribution coefficient. The 
relationships most suited for relating the 
chemical distribution coefficient, Kp, to 
soil or porous medium properties“are 
discussed in detail by Karickhoff (Ref. 
65). In cases where reliable relationships 
do not exist, measurements are required. 
For many cases, hydrophobic binding 
dominates the sorption process and it is 
possible to relate the distribution 
coefficient directly to soil organic 
carbon. For these cases, the dependency 
is given by: ~ 


(5) Kp = (Koc) (foc) 


where 

K,. = normalized distribution coefficient 
normalized to organic carbon 

f.- = fractional organic carbon 


The values for fractional organic carbon, 
fo<, Were generated as an independent 
parameter as previously described. The 
equation above is used to preserve 
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dependency between porous media 
properties and chemical sorptive 
properties. For pther binding 
mechanisms described by Karickhoff 
(Ref. 65), including those for polar, 
ionizable compounds, adjustments will 
be made on a case-by-case basis as 
appropriate. 

(n) Data generation results. The 
combination of data sources and 
approaches described above were used 
to generate input frequency distributions 
for each of the parameters and forcing 
function variables (see Ref. 2). In some 
cases intermediate or precursor 
variables were also generated to enable 
representation of appropriate 
dependencies among the variables and 
parameters. The following Table 8 gives 
a summary of the distributon types and 
parameters for each model parameter or 
variable. For derived distributions, only 
the mean and range of the synthesized 
data are given. In some cases only 
single, fixed values were selected 
largely based upon their nature (e g., a 
chemical specific rate constant). 
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Table 8--SUMMARY OF RESULTS FOR INPUT DATA GENERATION 


Parameter or Distribution Distribution 
Variable Type: Parameters Range 

: mean std. dev. min-max 
Temperature, °C Normal (0.0 -— 30.0) 
Oh Normal (0.3 - 14.0) 


Dissolved Lognormal (0.01 - 6.89) 
Organic-C, mg/l 


Lognormal ( .001 - .01) 
Log) guniform { .0004 - 0.10) 
derived from C30. = 38) 
derived from (1.16 - 1.8) 
derived from ( .0001 - .48) 
exponential | ( .00001- 0.10) 
derived from §S ( «01 = 9250) 
exponential ‘ (3.0 —- 560) 


mixed; exponential (23 - 930,900) 
uniform 


derived from uniform 6.9 (2.0) 71960) 
mode ling (0.0 - .3) 
mode ling (0.0025 - 0.91) 


derived from q, Ay, V, ( .001 —- 60,000) 
H, 9 


Single values (9.1x ) 
Single values (0.0333x ) 


uniform (9.0025x - 0.01x) 


Single values (152.4m) 
chemical specific value 
chemical specific value 
chemical specific value 


chemical specific value 
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The ground water model was 
implemented with the input data 
generated by the data, assumptions, or 
modeling reported in the previous units. 
Two general cases can be described: 
Modeling results for non-degrading 
constituents, and for degrading 
constituents. The behavior of all non- 
degrading organic chemicals will be 
identical because sorption, as 
implemented in the model, does not 
influence dissolved concentrations. 
Thus, a single cumulative frequency 
distribution in the form of a graphical 
presentation or tabulated values can be 
produced for all such compounds. For 
constituents which degrade, a unique 
cumulative frequency distribution will 
be produced for each individual 
constituent. To illustrate the results of 
the Monte Carlo simulations, tabulated 
values for the frequency distribution for 
non-degrading chemicals are shown in 
the following Table 9: 


TABLE 9—Moper SimuLation RESULTS FOR 
NON-DEGRADING CHEMICALS AND CHEMI- 
CALS With & One YEAR HaAcr-Lire 


The cumulative frequency distribution 
provides estimates of the likelihood or 
probability that the target concentration 
level fe.g., reference dose} would not be 
exceeded if the extract levels are 
achieved, given the range and 
distribution of values that may be 
expected for each of the various 
environmental parameters known to 
affect such concentrations. Using this 
approach, EPA can be assured that the 
level of treatment selected will ensure 
that downgradient concentrations will 
not exceed the specified target 
concentration at any desired confidence 
level. 

The Monte Carlo approach, thus, 
allows the Agency to evaluate the 
uncertainty im the characterization of 
the input data to the model. The Agency 
believes that the Monte Carlo approach 
provides a sound basis for evaluating 
land dispesal of hazardous wastes and 
establishing the concentration levels for 
all hazardous constituents. 

(0) Peer review. The proposed ground 
water screening procedure was 
presented to the Environmental 
Engineering Committee of EPA's Science 
Advisory Board for its review. The SAB 


- 


concluded that the procedure was 
technically and mathematically valid 
given the underlying assumptions (Ref. 
2). EPA responded to specific 
recommendations by the SAB on the 
following subjects: Accounting for 
dilution of leachate entering the aquifer; 
speciation of metals im ground water; 
and considering the variability and 
uncertainty in a ae a 
generic environment. The 

believes that today's siaualon properly 
addresses the major concerns of the 
SAB. 

The Agency recognizes that some of 
the assumptions and components of the 
ground water screening procedure, as 

Sneeriba above, may need to be re- 
examined and adjusted if necessary. 
Specifically, the Agency believes that 


‘ the analysis of chemical flux rates from 


Subtitle C land disposal units using the 
HELP model may need to be further 
evaluated. The HELP model was 
designed to facilitate estimation of flux 
rates from landfills. EPA specifically 
requests comment on the 
appropriateness of using the HELP 
model to develop estimates of long-term 
flux rates from land disposal units. The 
Agency seeks comment on whether flux 
rates should be estimated for apereens 
landfills, surface i 

waste piles as well as uaa on 
alternative models or methods which 
may be appropriate for estimating fluc 
rates. 

The Agency believes that its 
assumption that the leachate 
penetration depth, H, varies uniformly 
from 2 to 10 meters, may need to be re- 
examined and adjusted if necessary. 
Limited data are available. 
the depth to which leachate may 
penetrate into an aquifer at all types of 
land disposal facilities. Rather than 
assume a single value for H, the Agency 
decided to vary it uniformly over a small 
range toe account for possible differences 
in disposal unit sizes and potential 
leachate volumes entering the aquifer. 
The Agency requests comment om the 
appropriateness of this assumption and 
requests further information to 
characterize better the depth to which 
leachate may penetrate into the 
saturated zone. 

The Agency believes that this ground 
water screening procedure will identify 
hazardous constituent concentration 
levels that insure that land disposal of 
such constituents protects human health 
and the environment from harm due to 
exposure to ground water. The 
procedure accounts for variability in 
both land disposal settings and in 
chemical properties. The Agency 


specifically requests comments on all of - 


the parameters and variables 
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‘considered in the ground water fate and 


transport model and the 
characterization of the data describing 
the parameters and variables used im the 
Monte Carlo process. If a commenter 
believes that any of the data is 
incorrectly characterized, the Agency 
would like comments on how it cam be 
better characterized. 

The ground water modeling 
procedure, as all modeling procedures, 
has limitations. This procedure assumes 
the waste leachate is mixed with fresh 
water. This neglects the effect of prior 
contamination of the aquifer. The 
procedure also does not consider the 
possibility that constituents which 
hydrolyze car form more toxic 
components. These components 
potentially may be more toxic: than the 
parent constituent. Moreover, as noted 
in the discussions, the model of 
necessity incorporates a number of 
assumptions, such as uniform, 
homogeneous, and isotropic porous 
media, that do not represent real world 
conditions. Although these factors are of 
importance, the Agency is unable to 
take them into account in this generic 
screening procedure. 

The Agency believes that this. 
procedure, with its limitations, is 
reasonable. EPA requests comment, 
however, on the use of the models 
incorporated in the ground water 
screening procedure and how to deal 
with these limitations. 

{p} Metal speciation component. 
Although EPA is not specifically 
proposing an approach for evaluating 
metal fate and transport in ground water 
in today’s proposed rule, the following 
outlines the Agency’s current thinking 
on how the application of the ground 
water equation will be developed for 
metals. 

Because the conditions and processes 
by which metals exist and react in the 
environment are not considered im the 
ground water fate and transport 
equations it is not appropriate to apply 
the equations to metals without further 
analysis. The ground water fate and 
transport equation limits degradation to 
hydrolysis. This is a reasonable 
assumption for organic constituents, but 
is inadequate to describe metals since 
they cannot be “degraded” by this 
mechanism. Yet metals and other 
chemical elements, usually combined in 
the form of ores and minerals, are @ 
natural part of the environment. In fact, 
many metals are too reactive to remain 
in the metallic state, and tend to form 
such combinations. The particular 
compound formed is determined by 
conditions such as the availability of the 
particular anion species, the pH of the _ 
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environment and the oxidation state of 
the metal. Usually, metals undergo a 
variety of complex reactions resulting in 
the formation of multiple compounds. 

Each metal will exist in the 
subsurface environment as a relatively 
complex distribution of different 
species, each having a specific set of 
properties. Relative concentrations of 
individual species within the 
distribution are controlled by 
equilibrium constants governing the 
individual reactions, and by the 
chemical environment in which this 
speciation process occurs. Some metals 
exist in several oxidation states 
simultaneously and form a number of 
individual species of widely differing 
chemical characteristics. Because such 
chemical and physical characteristics 
determine the ability of the species to be 
transported, it is virtually impossible to 
estimate the overall transport potential 
of a given metal without consideration 
of these processes. 

To account for multiple species 
distribution, and immobile solids 
formation, a speciation model 
component will be added to the ground 
water back calculation model. In the 
initial calculations the metal is treated 
as a non-hydrolyzing (non-degrading), 
non-sorbing entity. The contribution of 
dispersion is accounted for by means of 
the ground water fate and transport 
equation, and the metal is speciated 
using an equilibrium-speciation model. 

Initially, the 10 metals included in the 
California List will be evaluated. These 
include arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium, lead, mercury, nickel, 
selenium, silver, and thallium. The basic 
assumptions of the speciation model 
component for analyzing the transport of 
metals in ground water are: 

(i) Metals exist in ground water 
environments as distributions of 
multiple, dissolved-phase species and 
precipitated solids. 

{ii) All dissolved species are freely 
mobile and available for transport as 
implemented by the ground water back 
calculation model. 

(iii) Metals (excluding radionuclides) 
are conservative (non-degrading) 
entities. 

(iv) Overall metal speciation 
distributions are sensitive to properties 
of the subsurface environment, including 
pH, redox potential (E,,) and dissolved 
solutes. 

(v) pH and E,) of the aquifer are 
effectively buffered against changes 
caused by introduction of the leachate. 

(vi) Transport of individual metal 
species is governed by the specific 
properties of that species (mobile versus 
immobile); however, individual species 


are related to each other through the 
equilibrium constants. 

Estimates of metals species 
distributions are determined using the 
geochemical model MINTEQ (Refs. 113 
and 114). MINTEQ is an equilibrium 
mode] that uses the equilibrium constant 
approach to solving the chemical 
equilibrium problem. The mathematical 
structure of MINTEQ is derived from 
MINEQL (Ref. 123) and the data base 
and sorption algorithms are from 
WATEQ3 (Ref. 19). 

Consistent with the overall approach 
to the back calculation model, generic 
ground water chemical specifications 
will be developed to reflect a national 
median ground water chemical 
environment. This will be accomplished 
by extracting data tabulated for well 
waters in the EPA STORET (Ref. 110) 
data base. Backgroud analytical 
concentrations of the 10 metals will be 
determined from this data base along 
veith concentrations of several key 
anions cations, organic carbon contents, 
E,, and pH. Analysis of the data base 
indicates that wide variations in ground 
water chemical specifications exist. 
Mean values are strongly influenced by 
a few extreme values. For this reason 
median will be used in establishing 
generic ground water specifications. The 
final specifications will consist of the 
median values for all variables except 
E,, PH, and organic carbon content. 

For the variables of E, and pH, EPA 
believes that a single set of generic 
specifications cannot be selected which 
accurately reflects the range of 
conditions existing at all sites. For this 
reason, jan “uncertainty window” 
encompassing a.range of E, and pH 
values, will be defined. Speciation 
equilibria calculations are performed 
repeatedly using several E, and pH 
combinations in conjunction with the 
median values of other variables such as 
anion concentration. Total dissolved 
metal concentrations are calculated for 
each combination. The universal 
influence of E, and pH on the overall 
speciation equilibria is reflected in the 
range of metal concentrations obtained. 
This approach to the uncertainty 
problem, generated by using generically 
derived input sets, differs from the 
Monte Carlo sensitivity analysis used in 
other parts of the procedure, in that E, 
and ph are the only variables tested. 
Variation of other input variables is not 
feasible given the statutory deadlines 
and the computationally intensive 
nature of MINTEQ (Ref. 114) along with 
the almost infinite range of possible 
background chemistries. 


An attempt will be made to evaluate 


sensitivities of the 10 metals for reacting 
with each other. Precipitation and 
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formation of solid phases may result if 
the cation of one metal compound reacts 
with the anionic species of another 
metal compound, thus reducing the 
dissolved (mobile) concentration of 
each. Taken separately, either metal 
might remain in solution at a somewhat 
higher concentration. To evaluate some 
of these possibilities, the 10 metals 
under investigation will be introduced 
into the speciation model at different 
analytical concentrations ranging up to 
1,000 times the health-based starting 
limit. 

Sorption is not considered a 
speciation process for the purpose of 
this analysis. This constraint is made to 
be consistent with the assumptions 
applied to organic constituents in the 
ground water fate and transport 
equation. For organics, sorption 
influences only the time of transport. 
Thus for constituents that do not 
“degrade,” sorption will not affect the 
concentration levels predicted by the 
ground water model. 

Because of the very complex nature of 
the metal speciation mixtures 
investigated, formation of a large 
number of solids is possible. To avoid 
complicating the speciation calculations 
past the point of manageability, only 
those solids which contain 1 or more of 
the 10 test metals as a component will 
be specified. Final selection of solids is 
a critical issue and is discussed further 
in the following paragraph. . 

Many organic compounds form 
complexes with metal ions causing some 


* metal solubilization. To estimate the 


impact of these organic ligands on the 
overall speciation equilibria requires 
information on the amount and nature of 
specific organic compounds present in 
various types of leachates as well as 
thermodynamic data on the metal- 
organic complexes. In the absence’ of 
these data, a simple model system of six 
common organics will be used to mimic 
performance of real systems. This 
approach was used by Morel et al. (Ref. 
80) in modeling speciation reactions in 
sewage effluents. The model compounds 
represent several key functional groups 
and a broad span of abilities to complex 
metals. Acetate, tartrate, glycine, 
salicylate, glutamate and phthalate were 
selected as the organic compounds for 
analysis because thermodynamic data 
have been measured for these ligands. 
Concentrations of each are set by 
apportioning the median ground water 
organic carbon concentration 
determined from STORET data equally 
(molar basis) among the six compounds. 
The procedures mentionéd above for 
modeling metal speciation are based 
entirely on an equilibrium model and it 
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is difficult to estimate how nearly 
ground water systems approach 
equilibrium conditions. Lindberg and 
Runnels (Ref. 69) investigated a number 
of redox couples in ground waters and 
concluded that none of the 30 
representative waters investigated 
reflected internal redox equilibrium. 
Potential errors due to nonequilibrium 
are partially accounted for in the E,, pH 
uncertainty treatment noted earlier. It 
should, however, not be assumed that 
all potential errors have been 
eliminated. 

One of the greatest potential impacts 
of using an equilibrium model is 


reflected in the prediction of solid 
phases. MINTEQ (Ref. 114) allows the 
user to select the solid phases. By 
judiciously eliminating solids which are 
known to be kinetically limited, a major 
weakness of using the equilibrium model 
can be removed. These are judgment 
calls which will be accomplished 
through review by a panel of experts. 

All speciation models rely on a wide 
range of data from many sources. The 
MINTEQ data base (Ref. 114) has been 
carefully assembled over time and can 
be considered state-of-the-art. It is, 
however, still subject to further 
validation. 
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3. Surface Water Back Calculation 
Procedure 


a. Introduction and objective. In 
establishing back-calculated screening 
levels, the Agency has evaluated the 
potential for human and environmental 
exposure to hazardous constituents 
resulting from migration from land 
disposal units via surface water 
pathways. Surface water contamination 
may result in exposure of humans and 
aquatic life to hazardous constituents as 
shown in the following Figure 5: 


BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 
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SURFACE WATER GROUND WATER SEEPAGE GROUND WATER 


HUMANS AQUATIC LIFE 


CONSUMPTION DRINKING 
OF FISH WATER 


FIGURE 5 --ROUTE OF EXPOSURE FROM LAND DISPOSAL 
THROUGH THE SURFACE WATER MEDIA > 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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The Agency considered three 
scenarios, or routes of exposure via 
surface water, defined as streams in this 
proposal. The scenarios considered 
include: (i) Human exposure via 
drinking water, (ii) human exposure via 
fish consumption, and (iii) direct 
exposure of aquatic organisms. 

The potential for exposure of humans 
and aquatic life to contaminants due to 
runoff from a storm event is not 
reflected in this analysis. Existing 
regulations require that all landfills, 


FIGURE 6 


land treatment systems, waste piles, and 
surface impoundments be designed such 
that, at a minimum, runoff from a 25- 
year; 24-hour storm event is contained 
(40 CFR Parts 264 and 265). The Agency 
believes that these performance 
standards provide an acceptable level of 
containment, and thus has not 
calculated constituent screening levels 
based on surface water exposure from 
such events. 

The proposed surface water screening 
procedure involves a back calculation, 
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using a fate and transport model, from 
concentrations that will not adversely 
affect human health and the 
environment at points of potential 
exposure to the constituent 
concentration in leachate emanating 
from a land disposal unit. As illustrated ° 
in the following Figure 6, this analysis 
encompasses contamination of streams 
through interception with ground water 
contaminated by releases of hazardous 
constituents in leachate from land 
disposal units: 


-—- SCHEMATIC DESCRIPTION OF SURFACE 


CONTAMINATION PATHWAYS 


The Agency has characterized specific 
surface water pathways leading to 
human and environmental exposure and 
evaluated the likelihood of exposure 
from each pathway. Where the back- 
calculated surface water concentration 


level for a constituent is more stringent 
than the screening level developed 
through the ground water model, the 
surface water screening level replaces 
the ground water screening level for 
purposes of establishing the section 


3004(m) treatment standards for that 
constituent according to the proposed 
decisionmaking framework presented in 
Unit II. 

When the ground water and surface 
water screening levels for the relevant 
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constituents in the solvent- and dioxin- 
containing wastes addressed in today's 
proposed rule were compared, only the 
surface water screening level for 


humans and the environment. 


Scenario 1: Exposure of humans 
through drinking water to surface water 
contaminated by leachate carried 
through the ground water. Exposure of 
humans to surface water through 
drinking water contaminated by 
leachate transported in ground water 
consists of six stages, commencing with 
failure of the waste containment unit, 
continuing with transport of the 
contaminant in ground water, mixing of 


DRINKING WATER 
PLANT 
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the contaminant with uncontaminated 
stream water at the point of entry to the 
stream, downstream transport of the 
contaminant in the stream, treatment of 
the contaminant in a drinking water 
plant, and concluding with exposure of 
the contaminant to humans via drinking 
water (Ref. 13). This scenario is 
described schematically by the flow 
chart in the following Figure 7(a): 


TRANSPORT 
IN STREAM 
(STEADY SOURCE) 


FIGURE 7 (a) --FLOW CHART FOR SCENARIO 1 


Through these stages, the 
concentration is successively reduced 
from the leachate concentration to the 
concentration at the drinking water 
source. The attenuation factors that are 
derived in Units IlI.A.3.e and f account 
for the effects of contaminant transport 
in ground water, initial mixing at the 
area of leachate entry into the stream. 
contaminant transport in the stream, 
and treatment in the drinking water 
plant. 


Scenario 2: Exposure of humans 
through fish consumption to surface 
water contaminated by leachate carried 
through the ground water. Humans may 
also be exposed to hazardous 
constituents in leachate carried through 
the ground water to surface water 
through the consumption of fish residing 
in the contaminated surface water. 
Scenario 2 consists of five stages 
commencing again with waste 


containment unit failure, continuing with 
transport of the contaminant in ground 
water, mixing of the contaminant with 
uncontaminated stream water at the 
area of entry to the stream, uptake of the 
contaminant by fish, and concluding 
with exposure of the contaminant to 
humans via consumption of fish (Ref. 
13). This scenario is depicted in the 
following Figure 7(b): 
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FIGURE 7 (b)--FLOW CHART FOR SCENARIO 2 


Through these stages, the input 
concentration is reduced from the 
leachate concentration to the 
concentration in the stream and then 
increased to the bioconcentrated level in 
the fish. Attenuation factors account for 
the effects of contaminant transport in 
the ground water, initial mixing at the 
area of leachate entry into the stream, 
and biochemical exchange processes 
between fish and the contaminated 


surface water (“reverse” attenuation). 
The derivation of these attenuation 
factors can be found in Unit III.A.3.e. 
Scenario 3: Direct exposure of aquatic 
life to surface water contaminated by 
leachate carried through ground water. 
Aquatic life may be exposed 
continuously to hazardous constituents 
in leachate carried through the ground 
water to surface water. Scenario 3 
consists of four stages commencing 


again with waste containment unit 
failure, continuing with transport of the 
contaminant in ground water, mixing of 
the contaminant with uncontaminated 
stream water at the area of entry to the 
stream, and concluding with exposure of 
the contaminant to aquatic organisms 
residing in or near the initial mixing 
zone (Ref. 13). This scenario is depicted 
in the following Figure 7(c): 
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EXPOSURE TO 
AQUATIC ORGANISMS 


FIGURE 7(c) -- FLOW CHART FOR SCENARIO 3 


Through these stages, input derivation of these attenuation factors 
concentration is reduced from the can be found in Unit III.A.3.e. 
leachate concentration to the c. Description of scenario stages. In 
concentration in the stream. Attenuation this analysis, the Agency assumes that 
factors account for the effects of the land disposal unit is located in an 
contaminant transport in the ground upland watershed and is hydraulically 
water and initial mixing at the area of connected to a stream as shown in the 
leachate entry into the stream. The following Figure 8: 
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FIGURE 8 -- CONTAMINANT TRACKING AND TRANSPORT IN 
GROUND WATER SYSTEM 


All three surface water scenarios 
addressed in today’s proposal 
commence with failure of liners and 
leachate collectors at the land disposal 
unit, resulting in release of hazardous 
constituents in leachate to the aquifer 
directly below the land disposal unit. 
The transport of hazardous constituents 
through the ground water pathway is 
described by a one-dimensional ground 
water equation (Ref. 13). The Agency is 
conducting further analysis to determine 
the effect of including dispersion on the 
surface water screening levels. The 
average contaminant concentration at 
the area of leachate entry into the 
stream is related to the leachate 
concentration directly below the land 
disposal unit by a ground water 


attenuation factor. This attenuation 
factor is a function of the fraction of the 
chemical not transformed by hydrolysis 
or removed by speciation (over’a 
distance of 500 feet), the initial leachate 
plume flow, and the contaminated plume 
flow at the edge of the stream. 

In today’s proposal, contaminated 
ground water is assumed to travel a 
distance of 500 feet from the 
downgradient edge of the disposal unit 
before it intercepts the nearest surface 
water body. The distance of 500 feet 
was selected to be consistent with the 
distance employed in the ground water 
component. However, the Agency is 
further evaluating the appropriateness 
of the use of this distance in the surface 
water component and may revise it 


(upward or downward) if it is 
determined that it does not accurately 
reflect a conservative point of 
interception of ground water with 
surface water. The Agency requests 
comments on the appropriateness of 500 
feet and data supporting this or other 
distances. 

The contaminants are then discharged 
into the surface water through ground 
water seepage along the side and the 
bottom of the stream where the ground 
water system and the stream intercepts. 
As the contaminated ground water 
plume enters the surface water, it mixes 
with uncontaminated water supplied by 
the oncoming streamflow as shown in 
the following Figure 9: 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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FIGURE 9 --GROUND WATER LOADING OF CONTAMINANT 


The potential hydraulic impacts on the 
ground water flow field by the adjacent 
surface water are assumed not to 
impede the discharge of contaminated 
ground water to the surface water. 
Consistent with the ground water 
component, the surface water model 
assumes continuous ground water 
loading. As the ground water enters the 
stream through the subsurface sediment, 
areas of contaminant concentration 
greater than that of the average 
concentration in the water column will 
develop. For example, the concentration 
of the contaminant in the stream bed 
during discharge will be greater than the 
contaminant concentration in the water 
column where mixing with the 
uncontaminated water has occurred. 
The Agency requests comment on 
methods to account for these “hot spots” 


INTO THE STREAM 


and their effects on bottom-dwelling 
organisms. 

An initial mixing zone in the stream is 
developed over the contaminant 
discharge area. The Agency assumes 
that within the mixing zone the depth of 
the stream is small, since it is assumed 
to be located in an upland watershed. 
Therefore, vertical mixing is complete 
(Ref. 13). However, lateral mixing may 
be incomplete. Based on mass balance 
considerations, the laterally averaged 
concentration reaches a maximum near 
the leading (downstream) edge of the 
mixing zone. The contaminant mass 
being loaded into the stream is the 
product of the volumetric ground water 
discharge rate and the average 
contaminant concentration in the ground 
water as discussed in Unit III.A.3.e. The 
average contaminant concentration at 
the downstream edge of the mixing zone 


is related to the average contaminant 
concentration in the ground water by a 
stream flow dilution factor. This dilution 
factor is the contaminated ground water 
plume flow at the area of interception 
with the stream divided by the total 
stream flow at the downstream edge of 
the mixing zone. 

Since fish are mobile over the length 
and width of contaminated stream, the 
Agency assumes that an individual fish 


-will be exposed to a wide range of 


contaminant concentrations during its 
lifetime. Therefore, the average 
contaminant concentration in the 
surface water in which the fish resides 
is related to the ground water 
contaminant concentration by the 
stream dilution factor previously 
discussed, which accounts for the width 
and depth of the portion of the 
contaminated stream where significant 
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chemical degradation has not yet 
occurred. Essentially, the Agency is 
proposing not to base its evaluation of 
surface water impacts on the maximum 
concentration of hazardous constituents 
in the stream, but instead to average the 
maximum concentration that would be 
found along the bank of the stream with 
the lower concentrations that would be 
found in other less contaminated or non- 
contaminated areas of the stream. Public 
comment on this issue is specifically 
requested. 

If contaminant concentrations are 
sufficient, aquatic organisms may suffer 
chronic toxic effects. Water Quality 
Criteria have been established by EPA 
to protect against these effects. The 
derivation of these Water Control 
Criteria is discussed in Unit IIL.A.lLg. 
These criteria specify acceptable 
concentrations, durations of averaging 
periods, and frequency of allowed 
excursions. To prevent a potential 
hazard to aquatic life, in this analysis 
the average contaminant concentration 
in the surface water is directly equated 
to the Criterion Continuous 
Concentration Water Quality Criteria. 

For each constituent subject to today's 
rulemaking, a back-calculated surface 
water concentration level was 
developed using the entire WQC as the 
starting point. Comparing the ground 
water and surface water screening 
levels for the chemicals included in 
today’s proposed rulemaking indicates 
that pentachlorophenol is the only case 
where the back-calculated surface water 
concentration level should be based 
upon concern for aquatic species. The 
Agency notes, however, that this 
conclusion is based upon the 
assumption that 500 feet is an 
appropriate generic estimate of the 
distance from RCRA land disposal units 
to the nearest surface water bodies. If a 
distance shorter than 500 feet is used in 
the calculation, additional constituents 
covered by today’s proposal may be 
affected. 

Chronic toxic effects in humans may 
be caused by the consumption of 
contaminated fish and are addressed in 
Scenario 2. The dissolved contaminants 
are taken up by the fish residing in or 
near the initial mixing zone through 
exchange across the gill and gut 
membranes and through the skin and 
stored in the fatty tissues. The ability of 
aquatic organisms to bioconcentrate 
contaminants is a function of their lipid 
content. Lipid content of fish varies with 
species, age, and time of year. In this 
analysis, a range of lipid content values 
accounts for the variation among 
species. By assuming steady-state 
discharge of contaminated ground 


water, the analysis results in a 
contaminant concentration in the body 
of the fish that is in equilibrium with the 
contaminant concentration in the 
surface water. When these exchanging 
processes have reached equilibrium, the 
average contaminant concentration in 
the whole body of the fish is related to 
the contaminant concentration in the 
stream by the product of the dissolved 
aqueous contaminant concentration and 
a contaminant-specific bioconcentration 
factor, which depends upon the nature 
of the contaminant and the species of 
the fish. To prevent a potential hazard to 
human health, the average concentration 
in the whole body of the fish is equated 
to an apportioned human reference dose 
that is calculated using a consumption 
rate of 6.5 grams of fish per day (45 FR 
79353, November 28, 1980). For certain 
compounds (those with high Ky 
coefficients), use of apportioned human 
references doses in fish as the starting 
point of the surface water back 
calculations would result in maximum 
acceptable contaminant concentrations 
in surface water that are lower than 
maximum acceptable contaminant 
levels in drinking water or the human 
drinking water reference dose, due to 
their high bioaccumulation potential. 
Accordingly, the Agency has not 
accounted for bioaccumulation in fish in 
the surface water back calculation 
levels but rather is proposing to cap off 
the stringency of the surface water back 
calculations such that contaminant 
concentrations in ground water entering 
streams are never required to be lower 
than human drinking water 
concentration limits. The Agency 
specifically requests comment on this 
proposal. s 

Following initial dilution in the 
stream, the contaminant is routed a 
specified distance downstream from the 
edge of the initial mixing zone to the 
intake of a drinking water treatment 


* plant. The contaminant concentration at 


a specified downstream intake point is . 
related to the contaminant 
concentration in the initial mixing zone 
by an attentuation factor (derived in 
Units IILA.3.e and f) that accounts for 
the combined influences of advection, 
longitudinal and lateral dispersion, 
degradation and sorption occurring 
during downstream transport over the 
specified distance. 

Humans are exposed to the dissolved 
chemicals through the consumption of 
drinking water obtained from the 
treatment plant whose intake is 
assumed to bé located in the zone of 
contamination downstream from the 
initial mixing zone. The Agency invites 
comment on the method for determining 
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the appropriate distance from the initial 
mixing zone to a downstream drinking 
water plant. As a result of this treatment 
occurring in the drinking water 
treatment plant, the contaminant 
concentration is further reduced by a 
final attenuation factor accounting for 
the reduction in contaminant 
concentration achieved through a 
treatment process in which solids and 
sorbed chemicals are removed (derived 
in Unit III.A.3.e). 

To ensure that there is no health 
hazard due to human ingestion of 
contaminated surface water, the 
concentration in the treated drinking 
water is equated to the specified human 
drinking water reference dose, and the 
surface water back calculation 
commences to derive the maximum 
acceptable leachate concentration. 
However, as long as the same distance 
is used in the ground water and surface 
back calculation, the surface water back 
calculation need not be conducted. EPA , 
is confident that its proposed ground 
water component will ensure that 
contaminant concentration levels in 
ground water plumes entering surface 
water will be no greater than the 
drinking water portion of the human 
reference dose. Further reductions in the 
contaminant concentration result from 
initial mixing with the stream, dilution 
and chemical transformation during 
downstream transport, and drinking 
water treatment. Given the above 
assumptions, releases of leachate from 
RCRA land disposal units can be 
presumed not to cause harm to human 
health through treated surface water 
ingestion as long as they are confined to 
the leachate thresholds derived through 
the ground water component. However, 
if a distance of less than 500 feet is 
employed as a more appropriate 
conservative generic estimate of the 
distance from disposal units to nearest 
surface water bodies, the key 
assumption that contaminated ground 
water entering surface water bodies will 
do so at concentrations no greater than 
the fractionated human drinking water 
reference dose will no longer be valid, 
and the surface water back calculation 
would have to be conducted. 

d. Implementation. The steady-state 
analytical solution has been 
programmed into a Fortran computer 
code, DAWATER. This code has been 
used to establish the back-calculated 
surface water concentration levels for 
hazardous constituents subject to 
today’s proposed rulemaking. 

As in the ground water component, 
the Agency has utilized a Monte Carlo 
uncertainty analysis to allow for the 
possible variations in environmental 
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settings and the uncertainties in the 
specific chemical properties (see Unit 
Ill.A.2.d, General dimensional 
relationships). Further detail on the 
Monte Carlo analysis is provided in 
Background Document for the Surface 
Water Screening Procedure (Ref. 5.). 
e. Equations describing transport and 
dilution processes. in this unit, 
equations for determining the dilution 
factors corresponding to various 
contaminant pathways are presented 
(Ref. 13}. Where appropriate, the key 
equations are derived. Major symbols 


used are listed under Notations in Unit 
IILA.3.g. 

i. Ground water loading and initial 
dilution. For the ground water pathway, 
the edge-of-stream concentration is back 
calculated to the leachate concentration 
via the ground water equation, which 
considers, among other things, lateral 
dispersion and chemical hydrolysis. 

The ground water dilution factor in 
Equation (A1) can be calculated using 
mass balance. The average 
concentration at the ground water outlet 
or surface water entry area, C,, and the 


leachate concentration, C,, may be 
related by: 


(Al) Cg= SC. 


where {,, is the ground water 
attenuation factor. Consider the 
situation illustrated in the following 
Figures 10 (a) and (b): 


BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 





Federal Register / Vol. 51, No. 9 / Tuesday, January 14, 1986 / Proposed Rules 


LAND DISPOSAL 


GAUSSIAN DISTRIBUTION 


AQUIFER BASE 


FIGURE 10(a) 


STREAM BED 
FIGURE 10(b) 


FIGURE 10 --SCHEMATIC DECRIPTION OF GROUD WATER 
CONTAMINANT LOADING AND AND DILUTION DUE TO MIXING 
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It is assumed that the transport in 
ground water has reached a steady-state 
condition. The contaminant mass flux 
leaching from the land disposal unit in- 
to the ground water system, m,, is given 
by: 


(A2) «m= Q,C, 


where Q, is the volumetric rate of 
percolation through the land disposal 
unit and C, is the leachate 
concentration. The contaminant plume 
intercepts the stream over the area, Ay, 
where the average concentration is 
denoted by C,. Physically, C, 
corresponds to the average of the actual 
concentration, which is a Gaussian 
distribution over the effective flow area 
A,. If the ground water seepage velocity 
is V,, then the contaminant mass flux 
exiting the ground water system into the 
stream, mg, is given by: 


(A3) m,=V,A,C,=Q,C, 


where Q, is the contaminated ground 
water discharge rate. At steady-state, 
the quantities m, and m, are related by: 


(A4) 


Mmo= fym_ 


where f, is the fraction of the 
contaminant mass not transformed by 
hydrolysis or initial speciation in ground 
water. (Note that Equation (A4) is the 
consequence of mass conservation. 
Lateral dispersion of the contaminant 


plume affects the concentration, but not 
the total mass loading to the stream. At 
steady-state, only chemical 
transformation reduces the mass 
loading.) Combining equations (A2)- 
{A4), one obtains: 


(AS) Q.C, * f,Q Cr 


which may be expressed as: 


Se 


L 


(A6) = 9 


where 
fHQ, 


(A7) Q. 


to = 


Equation (A7) gives the required 
expression for the dilution factor due to 
transport in ground water. The 
parameters Q, and fy may be estimated 
as follows: 


(A8) Q, = P(i-fa) A, /(86400 - 365.24) 


and 
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where: 

Q,=rate of percolation through the land 
disposal unit, m°/sec 

P=average annual precipitation rate, m/year 

fg=runoff fraction 

A,=surface area of the waste site, m? 

K,=total effective decay constant in ground 
water, years”! 

T,=time taken by the contaminant to travel 
from the land disposal unit to the stream 
entry point, years 


Values for K, and T, can be 
calculated just as in the ground water 
analysis. For those chemicals that 
hydrolyze, K, is equal to the overall 
hydrolysis rate constant given by 
Equations (B23) and (B25) in Unit 
Il1.A.3.f. The travel time of contaminants 
in ground water is given by: 


(A10) To 


where: 

X,=distance from site to stream, m 

V,=ground water seepage velocity, m/yr 

fp,=fraction of compound that is dissolved 
(see Equation (B16) in Unit II1.A.3.f. 


For metals, fy represents the fraction not 
precipitated upon entry to the ground 
water. 

As the contaminated water from the 
ground water system enters the stream 
along the side and bottom, it mixes with 
surface water supplied by the upland 
watershed as illustrated in the following 
Figure 11: 
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Lateral mixing spreads the 
contaminants until lateral concentration 
gradients disappear. The laterally 
averaged concentration, C,, increases 
with increasing distance reaching a 
maximum near the downstream edge of 
the contaminated ground water plume, 
where x=0. At the section where x=0, 
C, corresponds to C, and can be 
calculated by a single mass balance. 


Assuming no in-stream degradation, one - 


obtains 


(A11) 


G5.¢C.- G4, 


which can be rearranged in the form 


(12) ¢. 


where Q°, is the stream base flow at 
x=0, and {, is the initial stream dilution 
factor, which is simply the ratio of the 
contaminated ground water flow to the 
stream base flow. Combining (A11) and 
(A6) yields the relationship of C, and C,: 


(A13) C, = bs oCi 


which upon substituting for , and Z, 
gives 


Note that Q, is given by Equation 
(A8), Qs, is given by 


(A16) Q5= P(t - Th) Ag / (86400 » 325.25) 


where A, is the surface area of the 
stream watershed. It is assumed that the 
average annual precipitation rate, P, and 
the average runoff coefficient, fp, are the 
same for the waste site and the entire 
watershed. Combining equations (A15), 
(A16) and (A9) gives 


(A17) c. 


an) 


(A19) 


where = Kex/U 


= decay rate constant, sec” 


Federal Register / Vol. 51, No. 9 / Tuesday, January 14, 1986 / Proposed Rules 


where Ay is the surface area of the 
waste disposal unit. 

ii. Transport due to continuous ground 
water loading. The laterally averaged 
concentration at the downstream edge 
of the ground water plume (x = 0) is Cs 
(see Figure 11). 

At a given measurement point located 
at distance x-from the edge of the mixing 
zone, the concentration will quickly 
reach a steady-state value and this 
value will be approximately the same as 
the laterally averaged concentration. 
The steady-state, laterally averaged 
solution for concentrations at the 
measurement point, £,, is given by: 


a 


1 


= mean downstream velocity, m/sec 


For calculating bioconcentration in 
Scenario 2 or chronic toxicity in 
Scenario 3, we assume that the fish 
reside continuously in the upstream area 
where the effect of degradation is 
insignificant (x=0). Therefore, in this 
case, fy, is 1, and C, becomes Cs. 

iii. Delivery of contaminant through 
drinking water. Drinking water plants 
take in raw water at a distance, x, 
downstream from the point of discharge. 
As a minimum requirement, it is 
assumed that in any drinking water 
plant, the raw water having contaminant 
concentration Cy is treated by allowing 
suspended solids and absorbed 
chemical to settle out. This leads to a 
reduction of concentration from C, to 
Cpw. The relationship between Cpw and 
Cx is given by Equation (A20) with {pw 
being the dilution factor corresponding 
to the fraction of the compound that is 
dissolved, fp. 


(A20) Cow = Sow? x 


The expression for fp is developed in 
Unit III.A.3.c. This may be written as: 


1 


¢ ee 
Ow 1 + 0.41K a, * foe 2 8 © 10° 


(A21) 


where: 

K,=octanol-water partition coefficient, 
Joct//water 

f,-= organic carbon fraction of sediment 

S=sediment concentration, mg/1 


(4) Delivery of contaminant through 
fish. Dissolved neutral organic 
compounds in the water can be taken up 
by fish through exchange across the gill 
and gut membranes, and through the 
skin. Contaminated food can be 
ingested, resulting in further exchange of 
compounds across the gut membrane. 
Concentration levels in the fish will rise 
until the activity of the compound in the 
blood equals the activity of the 
compound in the water. This condition 
represents chemical equilibrium. Further 
uptake of the compound resulting in 
higher blood concentration will lead to 
net exchange out of the fish through the 
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gill, gut, kidney, and skin. Consequently, 
any chemical buildup above the 
equilibrium level is controlled by the 
relative rates of ingestion, metabolism 
and exchange. If gill and gut exchange is 
rapid compared to metabolism, the 
equilibrium concentration will not be 
exceeded, and 


Ca = fpCx 


(A22) 


where Cg is the dissolved concentration 

in the blood, expressed in mg/l, and fp is 
the fraction of chemical dissolved. Note 

that fp is assumed to be the same as fpw 

given by Equation (A21). 

If the fish is exposed to steady 
aqueous concentrations over a long 
period of time, the distribution of the 
compound within the various fish 
tissues will equilibrate, so that: 


(A23a) 
and 


(A23b) 


Cy = Ky OC, 


Cag=Kng Ca 


where: 


C,=lipid (or fat) biomass concentration, 
mg/kg 

K:=lipid phase partition coefficient, //kg 
Cn: =non-lipid (blood, muscle) biomass 
concentration, mg/kg 

Kn: =non-lipid partition coefficient, //kg 


The average whole fish concentration 
C, (mg/kg) is the weighted sum of the 
tissue concentrations: 


(A24) Ce =tygC + (1 - ff Cag 


where f;=fraction of biomass that is 
lipid. 

Substituting Equations (A 22) and (A 23) 
into (A 24) gives: 


(A25) Cre = Kr fpCx 


where K; is the entire fish partition. 
coefficient, or bioconcentration factor 
given by: 


(A26) Ke = Kg fg + Kog (1- ty ) 


Equation (A25) reduces to Equation 


(A20) provided that the parameter £; is 


defined as: 


(A27) fe = Kefp 


Note that unlike the dilution factors, 
fy is not dimensionless. The units for fr 
is 1/kg. For strongly hydrophobic 
compounds, lipid storage dominates ,F. 
The lipid phase partition coefficient can 
be replaced by the octanol-water 
partition coefficient, so that, 
approximately: 


(A28) Ke = Kow * tf. 


For less hydrophobic compounds, K,/ 
may contribute significantly to Ky. Non- 
lipid tissue is composed primarily of . 
water, along with protein and 
carbohydrates. Assuming that 
partitioning to non-lipids is always less 
than or equal to 1 percent of the 
partitioning to lipids, a conservative 
estimate of Ky is approximately (Ref. 5): 


(A29) Ke =Kow® (f + -01) 


For highly polar compounds and 
metals, the bioconcentration factor Ky 
can not be estimated from the octanol- 
water partition coefficient and lipid 
fraction. In this case, observed field or 
experimental values of Ky must be used 
directly. 

(5) Direct Exposure of Aquatic 
Organism. If contaminant 
concentrations are high enough, aquatic 
organisms may suffer chronic toxic 
effects. Water Quality Criteria have 
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been established to protect against these 
effects. The derivation of the Water 
Quality Criteria is discussed in Unit 
Ill.A.1.g. These criteria specify criteria 
concentrations, durations of averaging 
periods, and frequency of allowed 
excursions. Only permitting an 
excursion once in 3 years implies that 
the criteria were developed based on 
low flow conditions when dilution of the 
contaminated plume is least. During 
these base flow conditions, both stream 
flow and leachate flow are proportional 
to average precipitation, as described by 
Equations (A8) and (A16). Consequently, 
lower average rainfall will produce both 
lower stream flow and lower leachate 
flow, resulting in a constant dilution 
factor. While the presence of sediment 
in the stream causes a slight reduction 
in the dissolved concentration due to 
sorption, it may-also cause faster uptake 
of the chemical by fish. The net effect on 
toxicity is not clear. Because of this, and 
the fact that criteria are designed for 
total, not dissolved concentrations, the 
exposure concentration, Cegxp, will be set 
equal to the stream concentration C,: 


(A30) Cexp = Cexp ° C, = C, 


Where exp is the dilution factor for 
exposure of aquatic organisms to stream 
concentrations. Consequently, a 
concentration that will not be exceeded 
more than one in 3 years will 
nevertheless be equalled often in a 3 
year period. Thus, the stream may 
approach chronic toxicity conditions 
and leave little margin for error in the 
stream criteria. It may be advisable to 
back calculate allowable leachate 
concentrations using a fraction of the 
stream criteria number. . 

f. Advection, dispersion, and chemical 
transformation in stream. In this unit 
procedures and formulas for estimating 
physical parameters of advection, 
dispersion and chemical transformation 
in surface water are presented. 

i. Advection. A compound introduced 
to a water body will be advected 
downstream with the bulk water at 
mean velocity U such that 
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U=Q/(B - d) (B1) 
where: 
Q=stream flow, m/sec 


B=stream width, m 
d=mean stream depth, m 


For a given flow in a specific stream 
reach, width, depth, and velocity are 
related empirically by the following 

equations (Ref. 5): 


B=aQ (B2a) 
d=cQ (B2b) 
U=kQ" (B2c) 


where the sum of the exponents 
(b+f+m) and the product of the 
constants (a-c-k) must each equal 1.0. 
Although theoretical considerations 
predict that b=0.23, f=0.42, and 
m=0.35, considerable variations have 
been observed among sites. The 
following Figure 12 presents the 
exponents observed at 139 sites, as 
analyzed by Park (Ref. 82): 
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The stream base flow for - 
subwatersheds, Q,, can be calculated 
from the relationship 


(3) Q,=A,+q 


where q=average flow per unit area 


m3/sec 
“ni 


Velocity at baseflew, U,, can be 
calculated by Manning's equation: 


(B4) U, = q- s'/2/n 


where: 

d,=depth baseflow,.m 

s=channel slope, m/m 

n=Manning’s roughness coefficient, sec/m* * 


The width at baseflow B,, can be 
calculated from U,, d,, and the baseflow 
Q, using Eqtation (Bl) rearranged: 


(B5) B, =Q,/(U, « d,) 


The stream flow during a storm 
includes both baseflow and runoff. 


(BG) Q,=Q2 +A, Ref, 


Given the baseflow values B,, d,, U,, 
and Q, and the stormflow value Q, the 
widths, depths, and velocities for 
stormflow conditions can be calculated 
as 


B=B, (QQ,)° 
d=d,(QQ,) ' 
U=U, (Q@/Q,) > 


When the theoretical values for b and f 
hold, U increases with Q to the 
power. A tenfold inerease in flow, then, 
results in a doubling of velocity. 
Streamflows and the associated 
hydraulic variables, then, can be 
synthesized from distributions of 


watershed areas A,, areal flows q, 
channel slopes s, channel roughness 
factors n, precipitation totals P25, runoff 
coefficients fz, and the hydraulic 
geometry exponents b and f. 

ii. Dispersion. A compound advected 
through a water body will be mixed 
vertically, laterally, and longitudinally 
from areas of high concentration to 
areas of low concentration. The rate of 
mixing is proportional to the 
concentration gradient and either a 
turbulent mixing coefficient or a 
dispersion coefficient. A turbulent 
mixing coefficient in rivers is 
proportional to the length scale d and 
the intensity of turbulence, which is 
represented by the shear velocity: 


(B8) Ut= V gedes 


where: 

U*=shear velocity, m/sec 
s=channel slope 

d=mean depth, m 
g=acceleration of gravity, m/sec? 


Because vertical mixing in streams 
occurs very quickly, we assume 
completion during the initial dilution 
stage. Lateral mixing is most important 
in the near field. It is smallest for 
uniform straight channels, and increases 
with curves and irregularities. Fischer et 
al. (Ref. 44) suggest calculating the 
lateral diffusion coefficient as: 


(B9) Ey= @6 *d *« U*, + 50% 


The proportionality factor can vary 
evenly between 0.4 and 0.8. 

Longitudinal turbulent mixing is 
generally much smaltfer than shear flow 
dispersion, which is caused by velocity 
gradients. Fischer et al. (Ref. 44) suggest 
calculating the longitudinal dispersion 
coefficient with the approximate 
relationship: 

' 


®t0) Ex= 0.11U?. B?/d . U* 


Here, again, the proportionality factor 
can vary +50 percent. 

iti. Chemical Transformation. A 
compound transported through a water 
body can undergo several physical and 
chemical transformations. Fast reactions 
are treated by assuming local 
equilibrium conditions. Sorption is 
considered to be in equilibrium with 
desorption: 
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(B11) 


S'+C,=C, 


Where: 

S’=sediment concentration, kg/I! 
‘C,,=dissolved aqueous concentration, mg/1 
€,=sorbed concentration, mg/] 


The local equilibrium concentrations 
€, and C, are governed by the 
equilibrium distribution coefficient K, 
(I/kg): 


It has beem shown that for sorption of 
hydrophobic organic compounds: 


(B13) Ky = Ke * fog 


Where: 
K,.= organic carbon partition coefficient, I/kg 
f,.-=organic carbon fraction of sediment 


and K,, has been correlated with K,, 
(Ref. 66): 


(B14) K,, = 0.414K,,, 


Combining Equations (B12)-(B14) and 
rearranging terms gives an expression 
for the fraction of the compound that is 
dissolved: 


The sorbed chemical fraction f, is equal 
to 1— fp. 

The fraction of the compound that is 
dissolved in ground water can be 
calculated from an equivalent 
expression: 


SS Nd De Mg 


(B16) 
B +041 Ki * focg * My 


where: 


o,=volumetric water content of porous 
medium, 

f..g= organic carbon fraction of porous 
medium 

Pve= bulk density of porous medium, kg/1 


and 
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Pug = 2.65(1-0,) (817) 


“ The sorbed chemical fraction f,, is equal 
to1— fog: 

Slower chemical transformation © 
reactions can be treated generally by 
using mixed second order kinetics (Ref. 
13): very 


Cw + [E}) + P (nis) 


where: 
[{E],= environmental property for process “i” 
P=transformation product, mg/1 


The reaction rate R, (mg/I-sec) for 
Process “i” is: 


(B19) R, =k, * Y, 2 f, 


where: 


k,=second order rate constant for process 
Y,=yield coefficient for process “i” 
C=total concentration of compound (mg/IJ. 


Given _a local value for [E],, a pseudo- 
first order rate constant K, {sec.~*) can 
be calculated: 


(B20) K =k; [Ele ¥ ft, 


For a compound undergoing several 
competing reactions, the overall pseudo- 
first order rate constant K(sec. ~') is 


°C 


(B21) K= 5K, 


This general second order reaction 
method can be used to predict reaction 
rates for photolysis, hydrolysis, 
oxidation, and bacterial degradation. 


‘For short reaches of rivers with travel 


times of hours, these reactions are not 
likely significant to reduce instream 
concentrations. For transient loads 
during storms, darkness should further 
reduce photolysis and, indirectly, 
oxidation. Bacterial communities are 
unlikely to acclimatize within hours to 
the transient loads. Of these 
transformation reactions, then, only 
hydrolysis will be considered for those 
few compounds with large rate 
constants. The hydrolysis rate constant 
is calculated from the acid-catalyzed, 
neutral, and base-catalyzed pathways 
(Ref. 5): 


(B22) Kuo = Kua [H*] (a fe + fp) + Kun + Kup [OH] fp/3600 


where: 


*ha=second-order acid-catalysis hydrolysis 


rate constant (1/mole-sec) 
{H+]=hydrogen ion concentration =107°" 
(mole/1) 
pH=stream pH 


« =acid-catalysis hydrolysis rate 
enhancement factor for sorbed 
compound=10 


knn=neutral hydrolysis rate constant (sec—*) 


kn» = second-order base-catalysis hydrolysis 
rate constant (1/mole-sec) 


{OH-]=hydonium ion concentration=10-°" 
(mole/1) 
pOH=stream pOH=14—pH. 

For ground water, the nominal 
hydrolysis rate constant (in years ~*) is 
calculated from an equivalent 
expression: 


(B23) Ky, = (Kua [H “]g (a ® fog + fog) + Kun + Kyp [OH “] 9 © fog (24) (S65 * 25) 


where 


aii, am 
pHg 
[OH], - 


pOHgG = 


The nominal hydrolysis rate constants 
Kyo and K,, apply to a reference 
temperature, Tz (usually 25 °C). These 
can be corrected to ambient surface or 
ground water temperatures (T or T,) 
with the following expressions: 


Kis Ki * @xp [ro* - | + — . a5 )| 


ground water pOH = 


ground water pH 


147~PHg 


A final transformation pathway to 
consider is volatilization. The 
volatilization rdte constant K, (sec~ )) 


hydrogen ion concentration = 107P49 (mole/é ) 


hydronium ion concentration = 107POHG (mole/é ) 


can be calculated from the Whitman, or 
two-resistance model (Ref. 5): 


1 1 


B26 .———— f 
Ge d R, +R, ° 


K, = 


where: 

d=river depth (m) 

R,=liquid phase resistance (sec/m) ‘ 
R,=gas phase resistance (sec/m). 
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The second term in Equation (B26) 
represents the conductivity of the 
compound through a liquid and a gas 
boundary layer at the water surface. 
The liquid phase resistance to the 
compound is assumed to be proportional 
to the transfer rate of oxygen, which is 
limited by the liquid phase only: 


1 
Kop 6 * yf Sei 


where: 

Ko2=reaeration rate constant (sec™ ') 
MW =molecular weight of the compound 
32=molecular weight of oxygen. 


The gas phase resistance to the 
compound is assumed to be proportional 
to the transfer rate of water vapor, 
which is limited by the gas phase only: 


1 


H 
* WAT « y 18/mw 
RT 


where: 

WAT=water vapor exchange constant (m/ 
sec} 

18=molecular weight of water 

H=Henry’s law constant (atm-m*/mole) 

R=ideal gas constant =8.206x10~ *m*-atm./ 
mol°K 

T’=water temperature (°K =273+T. 


The reaeration and water vapor 
exchange constants will vary with 
stream reach and time of year. They can 
be calculated using one of several 
empirical formulations. The reaeration 
rate constant will be calculated by the 
Covar method using stream velocity, U, 
and depth; d, then corrected for 
temperature T (Ref. 35). The water vapor 
exchange constant will be calculated 
using wind speed and a regression 
proposed by Liss (Ref. 70): 


(B29) WAT=5.16 x 10 °+3.156 x 10 7-W 


where: 


W=wind speed at 10 cm above surface (m/ 
sec). 


Wind speed measured above 10 cm 
can be adjusted to the 10 cm height 
assuming a logarithmic velocity profile 
and a roughness height of 1 mm (Ref. 
62): 


(830) Ww = Wy, « 10g (0.110.001) /iog (210.001) 


where: 
W,=wind speed at height z (m/s) 
Z=wind measurement height (m) 


In summary, three transformation 
processes are considered in this 
analysis: sorption, hydrolysis, and 
volatilization, Sorption of obic 
organic compounds is calculated by 
Equation (B15) using data for K.w, fow, 
and-s. Sorption of metals is calculated 
by MINTEQ using data for pH, T, 
alkalinity or TIC, DOM; major cations 
and anions, and metal partition 
coefficients. Hydrolysis is calculated by 
Equations (B22) and (B24) using data for 
PH, ku, kun, and ky. Volatilization is 
calculated by Equations (B26) through 
(B30) using data for U, d, W, T, MW, and 
H. When insufficient data are available, 
conservative analyses can be completed 
by ignoring any of these processes. 


g. Notation for equations in Unit 
IILA.3.€. 


A, area through which contaminated 
groundwater flows into stream, m? 

As ‘surface area of stream watershed 
above entry of leachate to stream, m? 

Aw surface area of water disposal unit, 
m2 

B_ stream width, m 

C concentration of dissolved 
contaminant, mg// 

Cap: acceptable daily intake 
concentration, mg// 

C',sp, acceptable daily intake fish . 
concentration, mg/kg 

CCC criterion continuous 
concentration to protect aquatic life, 
mg// 

C, dissolved concentration in fish 
blood, mg// 

Cpw concentration of dissolved 
contamination drinking water, mg// 

C, average bioaccumulation 
concentration of dissolved 
contaminant in fish, mg/kg 

C, average concentration across 
contaminated area of interception 
between groundwater system and 
stream, mg// 

C, lipid (fat) biomass concentration in 
fish tissues, mg/kg 

C, concentration of contaminant in 
leachate, mg// 

Cy, non-lipid (blood, muscle) biomass 
concentration in fish tissues, mg/kg 

Cg concentration of contaminant in the 
surface runoff, mg// 

C; average concentration of 
contaminant in the mixing zone 
adjacent to the stream entry point, 


mg 
Cs sorbed concentration, mg// 
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Cx concentration at distance x 
downstream from the stream entry 
point, mg// 

d mean stream depth, m 

d; impoundment depth, m 

d, impoundment freeboard required to 
contain a 24-hr, 25-hr storm, m 

4 mean stream depth at base flow, m 

Bos ggg dispersion coefficient, 
m2 

E, lateral dispersion coefficient, m2 / 
sec 

E_ longitudinal dis spersion, 
factor = (4E,(t;))"’* 

E’ longitudinal dispersion 
factor=(4E,(t-t,))*/? 

{E], environmental property for process 
— 

f depth exponent for stream hydraulic: 
geometry 

fp fraction of contaminant that is 
dissolved 

f, fraction of contaminant mass not 
transformed by hydrolysis or initial 
speciation in groundwater 

f, fraction of fish biomass that is lipid 

f,. organic carbon fraction of 
suspended sediment 

focg organic carbon fraction of aquifer 
medium 

f, fraction of precipitation that goes 
into surface runoff 

f*, stream flow recassion factor 

f; fraction of chemical that is sorbed 

g acceleration of gravity, 9.81 m/sec? 

H_ Henry’s law constant, atm-m* /mole 

[H*] hydrogen ion concentration 
=10-4 mole// 

K — surface water decay rate constant, 
sec ~! 

ky, second-order acid-catalysis 
hydrolysis rate constant, //mole-hour 

kyz second-order base-catalysis 
hydrolysis rate constant, //mole-hour 

kun neutral hydrolysis rate constant, 
hour ~? 

k, second-order rate constant for 
process “i” 

Ky fish partition coefficient 
(bioaccumulation), //kg 

Ky Pseudo first order rate constant for 
hydrolysis, sec ~* 

kl _ fish tissue partition coefficient, 
I/kg 

K,, non-lipid fish tissue partition 
coefficient, J/kg 

K,. organic carbon partition 
coefficient, //kg 

K,w octanol-water partition coefficient, 
Joct//water 

Ko2 reaeration rate constant, sec™! 

K, equilibrium distribution coefficient 
for sediment, //kg 

K, pseudo first order volatilization rate 
constant, sec™? 

m_ velocity exponent for stream 
hydraulic geometry 
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¢, contaminant mass flux exiting the 
groundwater,.g/sec 

*, contaminant mass flux leaching 
from land disposal unit, g/sec 

*P mass.loading rate to stream from- 
surface runoff, g/sec 

MW molecular weight of compound 

n Manning roughness coefficient, 
sec/m% 

[OH-] hydronium ion 
concentration=10°-9, mole//] 

p" stream pH 

p", ‘groundwater pH 

p* stream pH 

p*, groundwater pOH 

P transformation product, mg// 

P average annual precipitation, m 

P.5 average precipitation for 25-year, 
24-hour storm, m 

q average flow per unit area, m*/sec/, 
m2 

Q stream flow, m°/sec 

Q, contaminated groundwater 
discharge, m?/sec 

Q, rate of percolation through the land 
disposal, m*/sec 

Q® storm runoff flow, m?/sec 

Q’, flowrate of spill delivered to the 
stream, m*/day 

Q, stream flow, m?/sec 
5, stream base flow; m°/sec. 

R_ ideal gas constant, 8.206 107° 
m*—atm/mol’K 

Rg gas phase resistance, sec/m 

R, reaction rate for process “i”, mg/ /- 
sec 

R, liquid phase resistance, sec/m 

s channel slope 

S sediment concentration, mg// 

S’ sediment concentration, kg// 

t time since beginning of discharge, sec 

tg time duration of the contaminant 
loading, sec 

T water temperature, °C 

T’ water temperature, °K=273+T 

mean downstream advective 

velocity, m/sec 

U’ shear velocity, m/sec 

V, groundwater seepage velocity, m/ 
year 

W_ wind speed:at 10:cm:above surface, 
m/sec 

WAT water vapor exchange-constant, 
m/sec 

W, wind speed-at height.z, m/sec 

x downstream.distance-from: 
discharge, m 

Y; yield coefficient for process:“i” 

Z_ wind measurement height, m 

a acid-catalysis hydrolysis rate 
enhancement factor for sortied 
compound 

8 kinetic reduction exponent’= k= x/ 
U 


‘ 


8: exponent.in plane. source-equation 
= xU/2E, 

B2 exponent in Plane:source equation 
= xw/2E, 

w_ advective-dispersion factor, m/sec 


Esxp aquatic exposure factor 

{ow drinking water treatment reduction 
factor 

fe biomagnification factor in fish, //kg 

¢, groundwater attenuation factor 

{s dilution due to mixing at the stream 
entry Point 

{'s stream flow dilution factor (pulse 
load for first.runoff event) 

¢‘s stream flow dilution factor (pulse 
load for second runoff event) 

{, attenuation factor for transport in 
the stream (groundwater loading) 

¢';. attenuation factor for:transport in 
the stream (surface runoff loading) 

{‘; attenuation factor for transport in 
the stream (catastrophic runoff 
loading) 

{time taken by the contaminant to 
travel from. the land.disposal. unit to 
the stream.entry point 


4. Air Back Calculation Procedure —~ 


a. Introduction. Although migration 
through the ground water is most.often 
considered the prevalent pathway. of 
exposure to contaminants released: from 
land disposal units, the volatility and 
toxicity of some hazardous. waste 
constituents indicate that potential 
exposure through the air may also %e of 
concern. The legislative history of 
HSWA seems to indicate Congress’ 
desire that EPA evaluate all potential 
pathways of exposure from land 
disposal units in establishing treatment 
standards. The Senate Committee report 
for HSWA states, “The Administrator is 
required to find that the nature of the 
facility and the waste will assure that 
migration of the wastes will not occur 
while the wastes still retain their 
hazardous characteristics in such a way 
that would present any threat to human 
health and the environment.” (S. Rep. 
No. 98-284, 98th Cong,, 1st Sess. 15 
(1983).) The House Committee report 
states, “Wastes which remain 
hazardous for a long period.of time, or 
are mobile in the air, soil or:ground 
water, or which.are highly toxic, are 
prime candidates for the land disposal 
restrictions.” (H.R. Rep..No; 98-198, 98th 
Cong., 1st Sess. 32 (1983)). 

EPA Field Inspection Team (FIT) files 
document damage incidents resulting in 
the contamination of ground: water, 
surface water, and air from:treatment, 
storage, and disposal:units: EPA File 
WV-71, for example, documents air 
contamination from landfill and surface 
impoundments resulting:in 
trichloroethylene air emissions at a level 
of 1.1. ppm, and toluene:at a level: of 27 
ppm, in addition to methylene chloride, 
benzene, and PCE at unspecified levels. 
Another example is:EPA FIT File 02- 
8009-02. This file documents: air 
contamination resulting from landfill 
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emissions of methane, viny! chloride, 
toluene, enthylene methylene chloride, 
dichloroethylene, and ; 
tetrachloroethylene. 

Although the Agency is not 
specifically proposing an approach for 
analyzing air emissions from land 
disposal units in today’s notice (see Unit 
IIl.A.4.e, Timing of air component), the 
following outlines the Agency's current 
thinking on how to address this aspect 
of the land disposal restrictions 
program, and solicits comments.and 
information that would be useful in 
establishing screening concentrations 
for_human exposure to. hazardous: 
constituents through the air: In addition, 
the Agency. solicits comments.on 
environmental effects.and existing 
methodologies for assessing: them that 
should be:considered in this. aspect:of 
the land disposal.restrictions: program. 

EPA’s conceptual approach to 
establishing screening concentrations 
for human exposure to:air contaminated’ 
with hazardous waste'constituents 
emitted from:a land disposal unit'is the 
same as for human exposure to 
contaminated ground water and surface 
water. The analysis begins with an 
acceptable exposure level for an 
individual, at a downwind distance from 
a land disposal unit, based on an 
appropriately apportioned reference 
dose for each of the hazardous 
constituents in a waste. Using emission 
and dispersion models, a back 
calculation is performed in conjunction 
with a Monte Carlo uncertainty analysis 
to arrive at the acceptable hazardous 
constituent equilibrium concentration in 
the air phase at the air/land-disposal- 
unit interface. This value, will be the 
concentration that ensures that 
exposure to the constituent at a 
potential human receptor point will not 
result in harm to human health. (It 
should be noted 'that the constituent 
concentration in the waste could also. be 
estimated provided that adequate waste 
characterization data are available.) 

b. Air modeling, In:practice, itis 
useful to conceptualize: the relationship 
between waste characteristics:and air- 
exposure levels in terms of two: 
processes which are modeled in 
different ways. Firstiis the process: by. 
which contaminants are released from. 
the land disposal unit to the atmosphere; 
and second is the subsequent dispersion 
as the contaminant‘is ‘transported to-the 
point of exposure. In order to’calculate 
the equilibrium concentrations of 
hazardous waste constituents in the air 
phase at the-air/land-disposal-unit 
interface, the Agency is evaluating both 
emissions and'dispersion models. 





1676 


i. Emissions. Air emission models are 
specific to waste disposal unit type and 
require waste characteristics, 
parameters describing the unit (such as 
surface area), and meteorological 
parameters as input. The output of the 
model is an emission rate. EPA will 
develop an emission model for each of 
the following unit types: waste piles, 
surface impoundments, landfills and 
land treatment facilities. Other land 
disposal units, for example salt beds, 
will be evaluated to determine whether 
they are a significant source of air 
emissions. 

To select the appropriate emissions 
model to be used to calculate screening 
concentrations for air exposure, EPA 
will conduct an analysis to screen these 
models. Each land disposal unit type 
will be characterized in terms of both 
emissions and area. The potential 
human exposure will be determined for 
each land disposal unit type and 
compared. 

ii. Dispersion. Atmospheric dispersion 
models relate the emission rate of 
hazardous constituents at the source of 
contamination to the ambient air 
concentration at the downwind receptor. 
These models are specific to emissions 
rate, physical configuration, meterology 
and distance from the contaminant 
source to the human receptor. 

Because the reference dose used by 
EPA as the exposure concentration for 
the downwind human receptor is a daily 
exposure, hourly meteorologic data will 
be used to back calculate the 
equilibrium constituent concentration in 
the air phase at the air/land-disposal- 
unit interface. As a result, EPA will use 
the Industrial Source Complex Short 
Term Model (ISC-ST) as the dispersion 
model for analyzing exposure via the air 
route. The ISC-ST model is listed as the 
preferred model in the revised Guideline 
on Air Quality Models. The original 
guideline is incorporated by reference in 
40 CFR 51.24 and 52.21. The December 7, 
1984 rulemaking (49 FR 48018) proposed 
to replace the original with the revised 
guideline. 

iii. Monte Carlo approach. EPA plans 
to use a Monte Carlo approach for 
determining screening concentrations 
for exposure to air contaminated with 
hazardous waste constituents. The 
Monte Carlo simulation technique 
combines the variability in emission 
rates with the results of dispersion 
model computations. This technique 
simulates the effect of random 
variations in input variables by 
randomly selecting values from an 
appropriate probability distribution and 
accumulating results over many samples 
to obtain a picture of the form that a 
long-term series of results should take 


+ 


(i.e., a probability distribution of 
equilibrium concentrations in the air 
phase at the air/land-disposal-unit 
interface for each constituent). 

c. Volatilization test procedure. The 
output of the air modeling described 
above will be an equilibrium 
concentration for each hazardous waste 
constituent in the air phase at the air/ 
land-disposal-unit interface. This value 
would become the screening 
concentration for air exposure. 

In order to enable a comparison of the 
concentrations of volatile constituents 
from an actual waste to the screening 
concentration determined for air, the 
Agency is developing a volatilization 
test procedure. This test is an analytic 
method designed to determine the 


‘ equilibrium concentration of volatile 


hazardous waste constituents emitted 
from the waste into a static head space. 
A sample of a waste would be placed in 
a test apparatus designed to capture the 
volatile constituents of each waste. The 
equilibrium concentrations of these 
captured constituents would then be 
analytically measured and compared to 
the screening concentration. 

d. Determination of distance to 
potential point of exposure. In 
performing the ground water back 
calculation procedure; a distance is 
selected representing a point of 
potential human exposure. This distance 
represents fhe point at which human 
exposure to constituents in ground 
water could occur through ingestion of 
drinking water. As discussed previously, 
selection of the distance is based on the 
concept of effective control. 

Although a distance of 500 feet has 
been selected as the potential point of 
human exposure for the ground water 
back calculation model, this distance 
may not be appropriate for calculating 
human exposure through the air. As 
noted in Unit IIlI.A, the distance used in 
the calculation of screening 
concentrations for ground water 
represents the area of effective control. 
It is presumed that owner/operators 
can, at a minimum, effectively control 
access to ground water within this area 
and thereby prevent human exposure to 
unacceptable concentrations of 
hazardous constituents in ground water. 
When applied to an analysis of air 
emissions, the concept of “control” may 
be very different. Unlike the ground 
water area, one cannot control exposure 
simply by owning the land and 
prohibiting. the drilling of ground water 
wells. In order to “control” exposure to 
air emissions, options such as 
mandatory mask requirements or 
ingress restrictions should be 
considered. Existing RCRA regulations 
at 40 CFR 264.14 already require that 
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warning signs be posted at hazardous 
waste facilities and that measures be 
taken to avoid unauthorized entry onto 
the facility. In deciding upon the proper 
exposure point, it is also important to 
note that EPA is concerned about the 
health and safety of facility personnel. 
“RCRA's mandate to protect human 
health and the environment is not 
limited to dangers occurring outside 
hazardous waste management facilities" 
(45 FR 33184 (May 19, 1980)). 

e. Timing of air component. EPA 
intends to propose the air back 
calculation procedure as soon as 
possible. Most likely, it will be 
published with the proposed rulemaking 
addressing the California List. If, based 
on the proposal, it appears that the 
treatment standard for any of the 
solvent or dioxin-containing wastes 
subject to the November 8, 1986 
statutory deadline, will be driven by the 
screening level calculated based on air 
exposure, necessary adjustments to the 
treatment standard will be proposed 
and every effort will be made to issue 
final standards by the applicable ban 
effective date. It is also possible that the 
concentrations calculated based on the 
ground water and surface water 
components will be at a level that also 
provided protection from exposure via 
the air. 

EPA is also analyzing other possible 
effects, such as ozone effects, resulting 
from emissions of hazardous 
constituents from land disposal facilities 
in conjunction with the statutory 
mandate of section 3004(n) to 
promulgate regulations for the 
monitoring and control of air emissions 
at hazardous waste treatment, storage, 
and disposal facilities, as necessary to 
protect human health and the 
environment. EPA believes that section 
3004(n) is a more appropriate authority 
for considering effects, such as ozone 
effects, that are influenced by the 
cumulative waste management activities 
that may occur at the facility. Under 
section 3004(n), the Agency can consider 
all waste management activities that 
may contribute to air emissions, 
including activities like waste transfer 
operations and non land-based 
management, that are not covered by 
the land disposal restrictions program. 


B. Determination of Best Demonstrated 
Achievable or Available Technologies 
and Performance 


This unit describes in more detail 
EPA's proposed approach to evaluating 
alternative treatment technologies for 
hazardous wastes otherwise prohibited 
from land disposal. The purpose of this 
evaluation to to determine which 
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treatment:methods:are the best 
demonstrated:for treating these 
hazardous: wastes, and'to determine the 
performance:thatis achieved‘by these 
methods. BDAT and its:performance 
must be-established so:that the Agency 
can develop:treatment ‘standards for 
hazardous:wastes:imaccordance with 
the regulatory framework described in 
Unit IL A's disecussed‘in:Unit 1l;.and 
stated in RCRA:section:3004(m); 
treatment: methods “should substantially 
diminish the toxicity, ofthe waste or 
substantially, reduce ‘the likelihood of 
migration of -hazardous:constituents 
from the waste.’” Also;, the “levels and 
metheds.of'treatment-established:by the 
Agency should be: the best that have 
been demonstrated: to-be-achievable:” 
(Vol. 130.Cong.. Rec. $9178; July. 25, 1984.) 


1. Waste Treatability Subgroups 


Because of the large number and 
variable nature of the. wastes. within 
most EPA waste codes, it is usually not 
appropriate to evaluate treatment 
methods and their effectiveness on a 
waste code basis. Rather, in most cases 
EPA will divide. wastes inte treatability. 
subgroups based on similar physical and 
chemical properties. Factors that will be 
considered in establishing these 
subgroups include physical and 
chemical properties such as pH and heat 
value. For instance, one waste group 
may consist of acidic wastes of pH less 
than or equal to 2, and another group 
may contain basic wastes of pH greater 
than or equal to 12.5. The heat value of a 
waste determines whether the waste 
can be used as a fuel’substitute or 
incinerated, and usually depends on the 
concentration of organic constituents in 
the waste. Wastes may also be grouped 
according to the constituent properties 
since these properties influence waste 
treatability. For example; all wastes 
containing volatile organic constituents 
may form one treatability group, while 
wastes containing soluble organics may 
form another group. Other groups may 
consist of wastes containing metals or 
cyanides. 

All of the waste groups described 
above may require further subdivision 
according to constituent concentration. 
Wastes:containing- high» concentrations 
of solvents: may be-amenable to 
distillation, whereas: wastes:containing 
lower concentrations:of the same 
solvents may require steamor air 
stripping: Physical form (i.e., liquid, 
sludge;.or solid) also influences 
treatability. Many: treatment processes 
are appropriate only: for aqueous or 
liquid wastes;-other apply. only. to 
sludges or solids. 

In this: proposed ‘rulemaking EPA 
categorizes solvent:waste codes F001 


through F005: into two major treatability 
groups:based on the factors giver above. 
The first group is solvent-water mixtures 
which require wastewater treatment; 
suchas steam:stripping or biological 
treatment. The second group:is 
comprised. of liquids; sludges, and:solids 
which:contain:solvents; but*aretoo 
concentrated or too high-in selids:to-be 
amenable to wastewater treatment; and 
thus require treatment or recovery using 
incineration, distillation or fuel 
substitution. The'first'group is further 
subdivided based on constituent 
characteristics: solvent-water mixtures 
containing highly:soluble solvent 
constituents are-amenable to biological 
degradation; those containing solvent 
constituents of low solubility and high 
volatility are-amenable to:steam: 
stripping; and those wastes containing 
insoluble (high molecular weight, 
nonpolar) constituents; as represented: 
by chemical isotherm data; may be 
amenable to carbonadsorption: 
However, if wastes:‘contain solvent 
constituents of different properties, more 
than one treatment'technology or 
segregation of the waste prior to 
treatment may be'required: 

The data availableto describe the 
many: and varied’ characteristics of 
hazardous wastes are limited. This lack 
of data limits the Agency's ability to 
account for all of the waste properties 
that may influence treatability. 
Therefore, EPA must often group many 
wastes together that have’some, but not 
all, characteristics in common: EPA will 
often rely on knowledge concerning 
waste constituents whose properties are 
often well established: In all'cases, the 
Agency will present all pertinent data in 
the preamble-or background documents 
to the rulemaking and will'request 
comment and information concerning 
the way in which hazardous wastes are 


‘ grouped. 


The legislative history supports this 
approach. It'provides that treatment 
determinations do not Have to be by 
waste code, and that’the Agency may 
make “generic” determinations of 
appropriate levels:or methods of 
treatment for similar wastes: (Vol. 130 
Cong. Rec. $9179, July: 25; 1984:) 

Once EPA has established the waste 
treatability groups, it will evaluate all of 
the treatment technologies potentially 
applicable to each waste group. EPA 
will determine which technologies are 
“demonstrated” and'“available” to treat 
the wastes in-question; and the 
performance to -be-expected from such 
technologies. If BDAT is:different for 
different waste groups, the treatment 
standards for each-group may also 
differ. This:situation would’occur only if 
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the screening levels:for individual 
constituents could'not be achieved for 
all waste:groups: The procedures for 
conducting the evaluations of treatment 
technologies to-determine BDAT is 
described below in Unit IIT'B'2: 


2. Determination. of.“‘Demonstrated” 
Technologies: 


In order'to determine which 
technologies are: demonstrated for a 
waste’group, the Agency will study. the 
available-data on the types of treatment 
(including recycling methods} currently 
used to treat the wastes and 
constitutents within the group. For the 
purposes of EPA’s evaluation, a 
treatment system could be-a single unit 
operation (e-g., incineration)’ ora 
sequence'of unit operations’ (e.g. 
precipitation, sedimentation;.and 
filtration). Therefore, a demonstrated” 
technology or method may actually 
consist of a series’of treatment‘ units. To 
be considered a:demonstrated' method’ 
for a waste treatability group, EPA must 
judge that the method has been used'to 
treat a representative sample of wastes 
falling within the group: 

To make this determination, EPA will 
first evaluate available data from 
facilities operating specific full-scale 
treatment technologies, and'the types of 
wastes that they treat. If the treatment 
of certain wastes or constituents has not 
been demonstrated by any full’scale 
facility employing any applicable 
treatment'method, or if data pertaining 
to existing full-scale facilities are 
insufficient’or inadequate, EPA will 
study pertinent data from pilot-scale 
and bench-scale treatment operations to 
determine if a technology is 
demonstrated. In this case, absent use of 
pilot: or bench-scale data, EPA would 
be unable to set a technology-based’ 
standard (because no technology would 
have been. demonstrated. for. the-waste 
and the health-based level would 
become’the treatment standard by 
default (see discussion im Unit I). 
These data may also be used to 
calculate treatment performance. For 
example, EPA may consider data for the 


-removal of a constituent from a full- 


scale operation insufficient if the full- 
scale facility was not.designed to 
remove that constituent‘or if, in EPA’s 
judgment, the facility was operated to 
achieve performance short'of which it’is 
capable. In addition, whem no adequate 
full-scale data are available for a 
specific waste or constituent, but'is 
available fora similar-constituent, pilot- 
and bench-scale data may be used to 
show that similar treatment 
performance carr be achieved for the 
other constituent or waste. Pilot- and 
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bench-scale data may also be used to 
further support full-scale data. Where 
experimental data do not exist for some 
waste or constituents, EPA may choose 
to base the determinations of which 
technologies are demonstrated (as well 
as the performance evaluations) on 
similarities in waste or constituent 
physical and chemical properties. 

In most cases, data do not exist 
showing that all wastes and constituents 
within a waste group can be treated by 
a specific method. This is because the 
Agency does not have sufficient data to 
characterize completely either wastes 
that appear to have similar treatability 
or the treatment of such wastes. EPA 
may rely on the similar physical and 
chemical characteristics of wastes to 
determine if a treatment technology 
applies to an entire waste group. EPA 
will make the best determination 
possible as to the applicability of a 
treatment technology to a waste group 
and its constituents based on available 
data, and will present all pertinent data 
in the preamble or background 
documents. 

If the only data available on treatment 
of some wastes are from pilot- or bench- 
scale operations, then it is unlikely that 
any existing full-scale operations are 
designed and operated to achieve the 
limits. In these cases, although the 
Agency will establish a treatment 
standard based on experimental data, 
alternative capacity will-probably be 
insufficient. Therefore, EPA is likely to 
grant a variance to the effective data of 
the land disposal restrictions. This 
variance will allow additional time to 
provide the full-scale facilities with the 
proper design and operation required to 
meet a treatment standard. Unit IILE 
describes the methodology for capacity 
and effective date variance~ 
determinations. 


3. Criteria for “Available” Technologies 


a. Proprietary or patented processes. 
Proprietary or patented processes will 
be considered available if EPA 
determines that the method can be 
purchased from the proprietor. However, 
if the technology is a proprietary or 
patented process that is not readily 
available, EPA will not consider the 
technology as available for determining 
BDAT. Exclusion of such technologies 
from EPA's analysis may result in a less 
stringent treatment standard. All 
commercial facilities using proprietary 
methods will be included in the capacity 
determination-discussed in Unit IILE. 
The services of the commercial facility 
offering this technology can often be 
purchased, even though the technology 
itself cannot. In all cases, the technology 


is available to treat wastes generated by 
the owner of the proprietary process. 

b. Treatment technologies that 
present greater totcl risks than land 
disposal methods. EPA will evaluate the 
risks associated with treatment 
technologies relative to land disposal 
methods. Those technologies that are 
found to present greater total risks than 
land disposal of the untreated waste 
will be excluded from (i.e., considered 
“unavailable” for) the determination of 
best demonstrated achievable 
technologies. All demonstrated 
treatment technologies will be included 
in this analysis. Also included will be 
technologies that are not demonstrated 
for a waste group, but that are methods 
EPA estimates may be capable of 
achieving the treatment standard for 
some wastes within the groups. Because 
these technologies would be used in 
some cases to meet the treatment 
standard, an analysis of the total risks 
associated with their use is important. 
Unit III.C explains in detail the 
methodology for performing this 
comparative risk assessment. 

A technology may be demonstrated 
for more than one group of wastes. The 
comparative risk assessment may show 
that the technology poses greater risks 
than land disposal methods for only one 
of these groups. In this case, the 
technology would still be considered 
“available” to treat wastes in the other 
waste groups, and therefore the 
technology would be considered in 
determining BDAT for these groups. 

If no treatment technologies present 
fewer risks than land disposal for a 
particular waste group, the Agency will 
not set a technology-based treatment 
standard. If capacity of alternative 
recovery and disposal technologies is 
also insufficient, alternative capacity 
will not be available, and the Agency 
may grant a variance (i.e., extend the 
effective date of the ban for up to 2 
years) to allow sufficient time for the 
development of adequate technologies, 
additional standards to control the risks 
of existing technologies, or alternative 
protective recovery or disposal capacity. 
(See Unit III.C for an explanation of 
additional standards and Unit IILE for a 
discussion of effective date variances). 

c. Substantial treatment. In order to 
be considered available, treatment 
technologies must “substantially 
diminish the toxicity” of the waste or 
“substantially reduce the likelihood of 
migration of hazardous constituents” 
from the’waste in accordance with 
RCRA section 3004(m). By requiring that 
substantial treatment be achieved in 
order to set a treatment standard, the 
statute ensures that all wastes are 
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adequately treated before being placed 
in or on the land, and ensures that the 
Agency does not require a treatment 
method that provides little or no 
environmental benefit. Treatment will 
always be deemed substantial where 
the technology can achieve the 
protective screening concentration 
levels. In addition, treatment methods 
will be considered substantial if they 
result in nondetectable levels of 
hazardous constituents of concern in the 
residuals. Therefore, EPA will evaluate 
only whether or not a treatment 
technology is substantial when it is 
contemplating technology-based 
standards, and the technology does not 
achieve either the screening 
concentration levels or nondetectable 
constituent concentrations. EPA will 
make these determinations on a case- 
by-case basis considering the following 
factors: 

(i) Number and types of constituents 
treated; 

(ii) Performance (concentration of the 
constituents in the treatment residuals); 
and 

(iii) Percent of constituents removed. 

‘For instance, in considering percent 
removal for some wastes, such as those 
containing high concentrations of 
constituents or those that are more 
difficult to treat, less of a reduction may 
be considered substantial; for other 
wastes, a greater reduction may be 
required before a significant decrease in 
concentration is achieved. Also, a 
treatment method may not be 
considered substantial if the 
concentration of constituents in the 
residual differs too greatly from the 
screening concentration levels. 

EPA considered applying a rigid 
definition to “substantial” treatment 
(e:g., 50 percent reduction of constituent 
concentration in the leachate). EPA 
believes, however, that applying one 
definition of substantial treatment for all 
wastes would be arbitrary. Furthermore, 
available EPA data show that few, if 
any, demonstrated technologies will not 
achieve a high percentage of removal, 
destruction, or immobilization in wastes 
for which it is demonstrated. 
Accordingly, EPA believes that serious 
questions concerning whether there has 
been substantial reductions will arise 
only in a few circumstances. 
Furthermore, the Agency prefers to 
remain flexible in determining whether 
BDAT provides substantial treatment in 
each case the health-based 
concentration levels are not achieved. 
For these reasons, a case-by-case 
showing appears to be the best 
approach. In each case, the public will 
have the opportunity to comment on the 
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way in which substantial treatment was 
defined. EPA solicits comments on this 
methodology for detemining if the best 
demonstrated treatment technology 
achieves substantial reductions'in waste 
toxicity and mobility. 

If even the best technology that is 
demonstrated for a waste group does 
not achieve substantial treatment of a 
waste, the Agency cannot establish 
technology-based treatment levels for 
the constituents in that waste. 
Therefore, if the capacity of alternative 
recovery and disposal technologies is 
insufficient, alternative capacity will not 
be available, and the Agency may 
extend the effective date of the ban for 
up to 2 years under a variance (see Unit 
IILE). The variance will allow time for 
the development of treatment 
technologies that achieve substantial 
reductions in waste toxicity and 
mobility, or time for the development of 


alternative recovery or disposal capacity. 


4. Identification of “Best” Technologies 


After identifying all demonstrated and 
available technologies for a waste 
group, EPA will evaluate the 
performance of these technologies in 
order to identify the best 
technology(ies), i.e., those technologies 
that achieve the lowest concentrations 
in either the treatment effluents or in the 
extracts from treatment residuals. 

As described in Unit II.B on the 
development of treatment standards, 
EPA prefers to develop performance 
standards expressed as the 
concentration of constituents in the 
waste extract. These performance 
standards will be based on the 
concentrations achieved by the best 
demonstrated technology or 
technologies. In defining BDAT, EPA 
will normally set a single achievable 
concentration for each characteristic or 
constituent in the waste under 
consideration. In doing so, EPA will 
assure to the extent possible that the 
performance data are representative of 
the destruction, removal, or 
immobilization of all waste that must be 
treated. The Agency recognizes that 
many waste matrix variables exist that 
can impact the performance of 
individual treatment units. However, it 
is the Agency's judgment that most of 
these matrix impacts (including influent 
concentration) can be overcome by 
modifications in treatment that are not 
prohibitive, i.e., additional unit 
operations, longer residence times, 
blending or equalization of wastes. EPA 
solicits comments on this approach and 
specifically solicits data documenting 
matrix impacts for any hazardous 
wastes, that cannot be overcome with 
any available technology combination. 


Although EPA will normally develop 
performance standards to achieve 
BDAT, EPA may specify a method as the 
treatment standard under certain 
circumstances. In order to specify a 
treatment method, EPA must establish 
that the residuals of a treatment method 
are consistently low in the constituents 
restricted from land disposal. Therefore, 
the design, operation, and performance 
of the method must be controlled by 
regulation to ensure this residual 
quality. Currently, only incineration 
appears to have sufficient regulatory 
controls associated with it. 

For some wastes, more than one 
technology will be considered the best. 
EPA may define a group of technologies 
as the best technologies if the 
concentrations achieved by several 
technologies do not differ significantly. 
In identifying technologies that achieve 
similar results, EPA will consider the 
concentrations achieved and the ; 
uncertainty associated with the 
performance data. Also, different 
technologies may apply to different 
constituents in the same waste. In this 
case, not only will BDAT for a particular 
constituent be a series of processes, but 
BDAT for a waste containing 
constituents of different treatabilities 
may also consist of more than one best 
technology in sequence. ~ 

When a listed waste is treated, the 
treatment residue is still a hazardous 
waste, unless delisted under 40 CFR 
260.20 and 260.22. However, when a 
characteristic waste is treated so that it 
no longer meets a given characteristic, 
the waste is no longer a RCRA 
hazardous waste. For this reason, in 
some cases few data are available to 
document the performance of treatment 
technologies when applied to 
characteristic wastes. EPA will often 
have to assume that characteristic 
wastes have treatability similar to listed 
wastes. For instance, many metal- 
bearing sludges-are characteristic EP 
toxic wastes. Others are listed wastes or 
the treatment residuals of listed wastes. 
Since the primary sources of data for the 
treatment of metal-bearing sludges are 
delisting petitions, only listed wastes 
are represented by the data. Data show 
that EP toxic wastes are usually treated 
by the same methods as listed wastes 
containing metals. Therefore, EPA will 
assume in this case that the 
performance data for listed wastes also 
apply to characteristic wastes 
containing metals. 

Where EPA or EPA-verified test data 
and survey data are available on 
technologies, they normally will be used 
to determine treatment performance. 
EPA is currently conducting studies on 


the operational parameters and 
performance of many treatment 
technologies. These studies look at 
concentrations of hazardous 
constituents in the treatment effluents 
and residuals themselves, as well as 
extracts from the residuals. The results 
of these studies will be incorporated in 
the determination of BDAT and 
performance as they become available. 

If such data are unavailable, 
engineering judgment and data and 
information from other sources, such as 
industry, may be used. Data available 
from pilot- and bench-scale tests of a 
technology also may be considered. If 
both full-scale and experimental data 
are available, the Agency will evaluate 
the full-scale data to determine if it 
equals or exceeds the performance of 
experimental data. If full-scale data do 
not show equal or better performance, 
EPA will consider pilot- and bench-scale 
data as described above. In these 
instances EPA will, where possible, 
resolve the difference in performance by 
evaluating the wastes treated and the 
design and operating characteristic of 
the full-scale versus experimental 
equipment. Unless EPA finds adequate 
support for a conclusion that the 
difference in performance is related to 
specific waste matrix interferences not 
encountered in the development of the 
experimental data, difficulties in 
operating the technology at full-scale, or 
that the experimental data represent 
unreasonably repetitive treatment, EPA 
will adopt the pilot- and bench-scale 
performance as BDAT. Thus, EPA’s 
approach requires the performance of 
the technology to be equal to the best 
achieved in any representative 
application. EPA solicits comment on 
this approach. 

When new pilot-, bench-, or full-scale 
data verfied by EPA testing and analysis 
become available, EPA may modify past 
performance determinations and 
treatment standards, where necessary. 
In summary, EPA does not intend to 
consider data that are not representative 
of well-designed, well-operated 
treatment systems. It also does not 
intend to determine the performance of 
a technology based on unusually 
repetitive treatment or other treatment 
system designs or operations that are 
beyond what the Agency judges to be 
normal engineering practice. 


5. Dilution as Treatment 
The legislative history to the RCRA 
section 3004(m) states: 


The dilution of wastes by the addition of 
other hazardous wastes or any other 
materials during waste handling, 
transportation, treatment, or storage is not an 
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acceptableamethad .of treatment :to reduce ‘the 
concentration<af thazardeus constituents. 
Only dilution which.eccurs-as amermal;part 
of the process that resultsiin the waste can. be 
taken.inteaceountdn establishing 
concentration ‘levels —{S. Rep. No.98-284, 
98th’Cong., ast sess. 217 {2889)). 

EPA .is propesing today under § 268.3 to 
prohibit the use of dilution ase partial 
or-complete substitute for. adequate 
treatment.of thazandous wastes 
restricted fram.land dispesal. This 
discussion involves-only the question of 
dilution .as treatment for purpeses of 
meeting section .3004(m) ‘treatment 
standards. EPA .is nat expressing any 
new qpinion, nor.did the Congress, an 
use.of diluttan as aumeans of removing a 
hazardeus waste characteristic. (See 40 
CRR 261.8(d}(2)) The Agency believes 
that this: is consistent with the 


normal part of the pratluction precess.or 
amnecessary part of dhe preness ito treat.a 
waste. EPA believes that adequate 
treatment in this sense should render a 
waste nanhazardous er should decrease 
the mass of hazardous constituent 
available to the envirenment through 
either removal, destruction, .or 
immebilization. For example many 
treatment methods require ‘the addition 


of reagents, which ds, in«ffect, dilution. 


not merely dilute the shazandous 
constituents ina largerwolume.of waste 
so as ‘to lower the censtituent 
concentration. 


C. Comparative Risk Assessments 
1. Relationship te Proposed Framework 


As introduced in Unit II, BPA 4s 
proposing ‘to use comparative tisk 
analyses @s part of its evaluation of 
‘treatment ‘im conjunction 
with establishing section 3084{m) 
treatment -standards. Although not 
explicitly required ‘by statute, ‘these 
analyses are included in ‘teday's 
proposal to prevent situations in which 
regulations restricting hazardous wastes 
from land disposal encourage ‘their 
treatment iin technologies that pose 
greater risks ‘to ‘human health and the 
environment than ‘these posed ‘by direct 
land disposal. (Treatment techndlogies 
may be riskier‘than'land disposal 
because of routine releases, accidental 
releases, and the fate of their residuals.) 

As described in Unit i, a number.of 
criteria affect thedetermination of 
which ‘treatment ‘technologies are 
“available” forgpurposes of setting 
treatment standards. Among ‘the criteria 
considered in determining whether.a 


treatment ‘technology ar itrain is 
“availdble” is whether application of ‘the 
‘technology to a waste ‘(including 
subsequent tend disposal of treatment 
residuals) poses greater risks 'to ‘human 
health and the environment ‘than ‘land 
disposal of ‘the waste in its current form. 
This-unit- describes the procedures EPA 
is preposing ‘to-employ in conducting 
these comparative tisk assessments, and 
the criteria ‘BPA is proposing ‘to employ 
in evaluating ‘the results of these 
comparative Tisk assessmerits. 
Treatment technolegies that are 
determined through these andlyses to 
pose greater risks than direct ‘land 
disposal of a waste will becensidered 
“unavaildble” as a‘basis for.establishing 
the section ‘BDAT treatment 
standard for the waste. Tf fhe best, or 
most efficient, teeatment technelogy for 
a waste is determined :to bewiskier fhan 
land dispasal, the decision to classify it 
as unavailable will have 4 direct.impact 
on the level ersmethed established 2s 
the section-3004(m) ‘treatment standard. 
The treatment standard, ;which must be 


technologydiera waste {unless ‘icapped 
off” .at:fully protective levels identified 
by the health-based threshalds 
described in Unit JA and.B), .wauld 
then betbased upon he capabilities of 
the next best treatment technolegy that 
does mot pose greater risks than Jand 
dispesal. Lo the extent that the next 
best treatment technology performs less 
efficiently than the best technology {in 
terms of the;performance.of :its residuals 
in the land:disposal-envirenment), the 
resulting section .3004{m) treatment 
standard will :be Jess stringent. 

Treatment technologies classified as 
“unavailable” due ‘to ‘their greater risks 
may still, however, be wsed iby waste 
managers in complying with treatment 
standards expressed #s.constituent 
concentrations. Accordingly, |EPA iis 
«committed ‘to developing sufficient 
regulatory controls or prohibitions over 
the design and operation of ‘these 
technologies to-ensure ‘that their:use in 
complying with ‘the treatment standard 
does not result in increased risks ‘to 
human health and ‘the environment. The 
analyses conducted in support of these 
comparative risk assessments will 
provide a basis for-developing such 
controls. or:prehibitions, ‘but will ‘most 
likely need ‘to ‘be augmented ‘by 
additional technical studies. EPA -will 
attempt 'to:promulgate necessary 
regulatory controls er-preéhibitions:on 
tiskier treatment technolegies by the 
time the-section.3004{m) ‘treatment 
standards take effect. 
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2. Methodology 


a..General.aporoach. The xzisk 
assessments proposed far indlusion 
within:EPA's:decisionsmaking 
framework are designed :to.campare tthe 
risks.of Jand disposal af untreated 
wastes with ithe wiaks of managing the 
wastes in specific treatment 
technalegies or treatment trains. These 
comparisons consider the effects:on 
human receptors (anil are ‘being 
expanded ‘to consider other-than-human 
environmental .consequences) resulting 
from all releases of hazardous 
constituents associated with treatment 
and land disposal precesses, including 
accidental releases ‘to air, ithe discharge 
of effluents ito ly owned ‘treatment 
works (POM'Ws) and directly ito:surface 
water’ bodies,.and releases from wastes 
and treatment residuals upon placement 
in land disposal units ‘(as Jeachates, -air 
emissions, and surface run-on/runoff). 
For land.disposal, .themost «common 
technology for a,given waste is selected 
as the ‘baseline—usudlly a tandifill ar a 
disposdl surface iimpoundment. ‘Least 
risk disposdl:processes.are modeled ‘to 
be conservative in assessing ‘the 
performance of'treatment alternatives 
(i.e,, #f worst-case land .disposdl process 
were sélected, some treatment 
‘technolegies might ‘be found 'to‘be ‘less 
risky in the modeling-:exercise, even 
though they pase greaterrisks than 
certain forms.of land disposal)..For 
alternative treatment, selected 
technologies.or combinations:of 
technologies will generally include those 
that are expected to,praduce residuals 
and.effluents that meet applicable 
regulatory levels fe.g.,effluents from 
wastewater ‘treatment ;precess must 
meet national pollution discharge 
elimination system (NPDES) discharge 
standards). ‘Whenever treatment 
processes ;produce residuals that must 
be subsequently land disposed, releases 
associated with and disposal of these 
residuals arealso:medeled ‘to provide 
estimates of the ‘total risks associated 
withamanagement of ‘the waste. 
‘Releases ‘to dll media are estimated, 

and the movement of ‘toxic:constituents 
to'|human and other-environmental 
receptors will be medeled. From ‘these 
estimated exposures, ‘the analyses 
calculate-expected numbers of 
additional cases-of cancer and other 
toxic effects for total expesed 
populations ‘fie., population risk) and 
also calculate the probability {ie., risk) 
that cancer and other toxic effects will 
be:realized in-‘maximum expesed 
individuals ‘{ice., a:person-at*the nearest 
point of ffiill exposure). These-estimates 
of‘human‘health-effects are used to 
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compare the risks posed by land 
disposal to those posed by management 
of wastes in treatment alternatives. The 
analyses will also calculate various 
estimates of non-human environmental 
risk associated with land disposal and 
alternative treatment processes. 

b. Selection of models. To conduct 
these analyses in the timeframes 
required by the statute, EPA’s RCRA 
Risk-Cost Analysis (WET) Model was 
selected as the analytical tool for the 
comparative risk assessments. During 
the last several years, EPA has 
developed this model to consider the 
interactions between wastes, 

’ environments, and technologies, and the 
effects of these interactions on risks 
(and costs). The model is structured to 
compare hazardous waste management 
practices. Because of this, the model 
already contains the major components 
required for these comparative risk 
analyses. The Agency recognized, 
however, that it would be necessary to 
upgrade many of these components in 
the context of this particular application. 

The Agency considered alternative 
existing tools to conduct the 
comparative risk analyses. Other 
existing multimedia risk models 
designed to evaluate hazardous waste 
management, however, do not consider 
alternative treatment technologies. 
These other models included the Liner 
Location Risk-Cost Analysis Model and 
the health-based back calculation model 
used in setting health-based thresholds. 

EPA considered-developing entirely 
new models, but rejected that option 
because of time limitations. Also, the 
Agency desired to draw on the risk 
assessment capability it has developed 
during the last several years. 

c. Discussion of methodology. To 
design the comparative risk analyses 
and evaluate alternative tools, the 
Agency reviewed the WET model in the ” 
context of the land disposal restrictions 
application (a complete description of 
the WET model is available as a 
Background Document in the RCRA 
docket (Ref. 118). The framework of the 
model is very well suited to these 
analyses. The model's equations 
evaluate releases and exposures at an 
appropriate level of detail, considering 
the generic nature of the analyses. That 
is, the equations capture important 
differences in releases and exposures, 
yet do not require unreasonably detailed 
input data. 

The model evaluates a myriad of 
waste, technology, and environment 
combinations. The model's data bases 
include 267 wastestreams, 22 treatment 
and disposal technologies, and 12 
environments. To calculate human 
health risks, the model estimates 


releases of wastes from technologies, 
fate and transport of toxic constituents 
through the environment, exposures to 
these constituents, and health and 
environmental effects from these 
exposures. The model uses point 
estimates to characterize typical 
conditions, including waste composition, 
release rates, environmental 
parameters, exposure patterns, and 
constituent toxicity. 

A number of modifications were, 
however, deemed necessary to suit the 
particular requirements of these 
comparative risk analyses. A number of 
potential changes were considered, and 
those that were most important and 
feasible were adopted for the initial 
analyses, the results of which are 
presented in today’s proposal. Major 
modifications to the WET model 
include: 

i. Waste stream data were updated 
and a broad range of representative 
waste streams will be specified. 

ii. Constituent data are being 
expanded and updated. 

iii. Characterizations of treatment and 
disposal technologies were expanded 
and revised to reflect the specific 
management trains targeted for 
analysis. 

~ iv. The model's procedures for 
specifying values for the environmental 
parameters were modified to allow the 
the model to function stochastically, 
providing for the use of Monte Carlo 
simulation routines in the comparative 


_ analyses. 


v. Data describing population 
(exposure) patterns around RCRA 
disposal and treatment facilities were 
expanded to provide information on the 
ranges and distributions of population 
sizes across different exposure 
distances. 

vi. The model's output presentation 
procedures were modified in 
conjunction with incorporation of the 
stochastic features and Monte Carlo 
simulation routines. 

The specific modifications adopted in 
each of these areas are described in 
greater.detail below and in the 
Background Document to the 
Comparative Risk Assessments (Ref. 1). 

(A) Waste stream specifications. The 
first step in ‘using the comparative 
analyses involves specifying the 
characteristics of waste’streams to be 
analyzed. Since waste streams vary 
considerably across processes and over 
time within the same process, 
representative waste streams must be 
specified in conducting generic 
comparative risk assessments. In the 
next few months, EPA will modify the 
specification procedures to employ 
Monte Carlo simulation techniques in 
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specifying representative waste streams 
for each waste group of concern. For the 
initial comparative analyses, however, 
representative waste streams had to be 
specified manually. Representative 
streams were therefore specified for the 
first two groups of waste subject to 
today's proposed rulemaking: (1) Solvent 
wastes (F001 through F005 and 
associated U and P wastes); and (2) 
wastes containing dioxins. 

In general, the waste streams modeled 
must represent as much as possible the 
variability found in three key waste 
characteristics: type of constituent, 
concentration of constituent, and 
physical form. In addition to their 
influence on risk, these characteristics 


also influence the type of treatment that 


is required for a specific waste. In 
addition to these major characteristics, 
other waste characteristics considered 
include chemical and physical 
characteristics such as biodegradation 
rate, pH, heating value, and solids 
content. 

Primary constituents represented by 
the waste streams analyzed in the first 
sets of comparative risk assessments 
included halogenated solvents, 
nonhalogenated solvents, and TCDD 
(dioxin). In addition, secondary 
constituents that may also be contained 
in wastes were also modeled. For . 
example, solvent waste streams were 
modeled with and without the presence 
of metals that may also be contained in 
such waste streams. The presence of 
metals may significantly affect the 
nature and degree of releases from 
treatment and disposal process, as well 
as the risks corresponding to those 
releases. Similarly, waste streams were 
specified with high and low 
concentrations of key constituents, and 
in various physical forms (e.g., as solids, 
sludges, and liquids). The representative 
waste streams actually specified for the 
solvent and dioxin comparative risk 
assessments are described in detail in 
Units V and VI. Similar efforts to specify 
representative waste streams will be 
undertaken in future comparative 
analyses, particularly after the model is 
modified to specify waste stream 
characteristics stochastically. 

(B) Constituent data. In conjunction 
with development of the health-based 
concentration level, EPA is developing 
additional and updated information on 
the chemical and physical properties of 
hazardous constituents. This 
information includes data on toxicity, 
mobility, persistence, and 
bioconcentration. These new data are 
incorporated into the model’s 
constituent database as they become 
available. 





(C) Management trains (treatment 
The treatment technologies ‘to be 
analyzed in:each of ‘the comparative risk 
assessments ‘include all technologies 
and combinations of technologies 
identified as “demonstrated” for a waste 
stream in/Element 2.0f the proposed 
land disposal restrictions decision- 
making framework see Figure 1, Unit 
II). In order to%econsidered in ‘the 
analyses, treatment technologies must 
also achieve at'least the “substantial” 
reductions required under section 
3004(m).dncluded in ‘the analysis of 
treatment alternatives are also ‘the risks 
associated with land disposal of any 
treatment residuals e:g., landfilling of 
incinerator ash). Also modeled are 
routine-emissions from ‘treatment 
technologies, such @s stack emissions 
from incinerators, aswell as accidental 
releases, such as spilis or fugitive 
emissions. 

There is a wide variety of treatment 
technologies that are applicable to the 
waste streams currently land disposed 
and that-are demonstrated in use at 
commercial and on-site facilities. All 
such applicable technologies, dlone and 
in sequence,.are evaluated. Forexample, 
in the current analyses, all ‘liquid wastes 
containing greater fhan:50 percent total 
solvents are evaluated for {1) 
incineration, and {2) distillation 
followed ‘by incineration of the still 
bottoms resulfing from ‘the distillation 
process. In same cases, however, EPA's 
analyses in Element 2 of the pragram - 
framework ‘have identified only one 
treatment.sequence as“‘demonstrated” 
for treatment of the waste. at commercial 
cr on-site facilities, and capable of 
achieving at.a minimum the 
“substantial” reductions called far in 
section 3004{m). 

(D) Zavironmental parameters. A 
general .evaluation.of the WET mede} 
conducted during ithe last year-has 
revealed that the changes in values 
specified for the model's-enviranmental 
parameters, taken together, can have ‘the 
strongest effect on risks. This is because 
many environmental parameters have 
nonliner (e.g.,.exponential) effects on 
concentrations. These parameters 
include air.andgraund ‘water dispersion 
constants, wind speed, stream.and 
ground water flow and velocity, .other 
ground water.aquifercharacteristics, 
and distances ‘to peints ef expesure or 
potential exposure. These factors have a 
large effect on changes.in.contaminant 
concentrations, and they .are known to 
vary a great deal acress different 
locations..For. example, reported.ground 
water velocities in the U.S. range from 


one+hundredth of a meter per year'to 
nearly 10/000 meters per year. 
Therefore, ‘the :medel's procedures for 
specifying values for environmental 
parameters (eg.,-ground water velocity, 
soil poresity, etc!) were revised ‘to 
expand #ts capability ‘to simulate the 


variability ‘in ‘the redl-world-conditions 


in which hazardous wastes are 
managed. Rether than ‘try ‘to estimate 
some average or worst-case values ‘for 
these*parameters, the model-was 
modified to alow it'to draw parameter 
values over-repeated runs from data sets 
describing each parameter's range and 
distribution of values ‘acress ‘the W'S. 
When priate, parameters with 
correlated flues were liriked together 
so that*fhe model -would-not select 
unredlisfic or impossible conibinations 
of values for its input variables. These 
modifications provide for the use of 
Monte ‘Carlo simulations routines iin the 
comparative risk assessments. Although 
these andlyses do nat employ all of the 
environmental parameters ‘that.are 
employed in the model used to. dewelep 
the.screening concentration levels (see 
Unit TI-B), efforts were undertaken to 
ensure consistency .in fhe specification 
of the ranges and distributions of walues 
for parameters common to*both models, 
as well as in specifying their 
interrélationships {i.e.,.correlations.and 
dependencies are specified :similarly in 
both the screening back calculation 
model.and in these analyses). Unit IILB 
provides a detailed description af these 
specifications. 

(E) Exposed populations. Unlike the 
develapment of the screening 
concentration levels which are ‘based 
exclusively .on estimates of risk :to 
potential maximally exposed 
individuals, EPA is proposing inthe 
compatative risk assessments to 
consider both MEI wisk:and «total 
population risk. Total population risk :is 
represented as estimates of the expected 
number of additional case where ‘toxic 
effects are realized due to releases of 
hazardous:constituents :to the 
environment in theananagement;of 
hazardous wastes. Population misks.can 
be presented as expected numbers :of 
cases {eg., 827 expected additional 
cases), or-as average prababilities ‘that 
effects will be realized :fe.g., d expected 
additional case per 1;900;population, or 
107° risk). 

EPA's rationale for basing ‘the 
screening concentration levels 
exclusively on ‘MEI risk is presented in 
conjunction with theadiscussion of 
program alternatives:in Unit TILA. 
However, ithe primary obstacle ‘to 
including :total population tisk asa 
factoris developing ‘the 'thresholds—the 


Federal Register / Vol. 31, ‘No.9 / Tuesday, January 74, 1986 / ‘Proposed ‘Rules 


Agency's ‘inability to defend assigning 
different population distributions ‘to 
different hazardous constituents—does 
not impede considering ‘total population 
risk ‘in ‘the comparative risk 
assessments. In:comparing ‘the Tisks 
posed by land.disposal and ‘its ‘treatment 
alternatives,-a single;population 
distributtion:may ‘be assigned ‘to each of 
the management.diternatives'to ‘be 
evaluated. ‘Since ‘the andlysis is relative 
in nature, the assigned population 
distribution can‘he entirély arbitrary, as 
long as itis "held constant for dll of the 
alternatives tobe considered. The 
purpose of the comparative risk 
assessments is'to evaluate ‘the 
differential effects resulting from 
differences in ‘the nature and magnitude 
of rdleases from and disposal units:and 
from treatment technologies.or 
treatment trains. Only ‘by assigning the 
same population distribution in both 
sides of the andlysis can the 
performance of various management 
alternatives ‘be evaluated.in.and 
unbiased manner. 

Consistent .with.other stochastic 
modifications to.the WET model, iits 
procedures for.calculating population 
risk were.madified 'to.allow it to draw 
upon distributions.of papulation 
densities.atsspecific distances (radii) 
from.dispesal units or ‘treatment 
processes. Data used to-specify these 
“ring” distributions ‘fer;populations 
exposed via air were drawn from EPA's 
Graphic Exposure Madeling System 
(GEMS)..GEMS wses current U:5.:Gensus 
data.in calculating the population 
density, within a specified radins, 
araund any lecation.in the United 
States, based: upon ithe lengitude and 
latitude coordinates of tthe site. Rar 
convenience, EPA developed population 
distributions:based upon ‘the 
coordinates of current/RORA :interim 
status and;permitted:disposal:and 
treatment facilities (although, since the 
assignment.of population distributions 
in the comparative analyses isentizdly 
arbitrary, ‘the:Agency .conld:also thave 
relied upon:a randomly drawn set of 
coordinates .or:arbitrarily assigned 
populatien densities within eaching). 
The “ring” distances were specified, 
ranging ‘from 100:meters ‘to 50 kilometers 
from the¢isposal wnit-or treatment 
process. These population distributions 
were ‘then apportioned between:ground 
water and surface water consumptien, 
using EPA inational.estimates on sources 
of drinking water (Ref. 1). 

It is ‘important to .note ‘that the WET 
model.employs a “severity factor” ‘to 
weight different 'types:of ‘toxic-effects in 
estimating -populetion:risk, or nunibers 
of additional cases where ‘toxic effects 
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are expected to be realized. The severity 
factor assigns equal weight, or severity, 
to all forms of carcinogenic effects (e.g., 
cases of skin cancer are counted equally 
with cases of colon cancer). However, 
the severity factor discounts, or assigns 
weights of less than 1, to other forms of 
toxic effects, such as neurotoxic effects 
(e.g., if 10 cases of neurotoxic effects are 
anticipated, the model adds only 5 cases 
to the total number of estimated 
additional cases where toxic effects are 
expected to be realized). This 
discounting.is employed as a mechanism 
to reflect the judgment that carcinogenic 
effects are more severe than 
noncarcinogenic effects. Reasons 
supporting this judgment include 
properties such as reversibility and the 
likelihood of avoiding fatalities. EPA is 
concerned, however, that use of the 
severity factor may in some cases bias 
the evaluation of the performance of 
land disposal and treatment 
alternatives. These concerns are 
reflected in the procedures and criteria 
proposed by the Agency to evaluate the 
results of the comparative analyses, as 
described later in this unit. Nonetheless, 
EPA specifically requests comment on 
whether it is appropriate to employ a 
severity factor. A complete explanation 
of the severity factor is provided in the 
Background Document on the 
Comparative Risk Assessments (Ref. 1). 

(F) Environmental risks. The 
restrictions program may or may not 
decrease environmental risks, that is, 
harm to plants and animals. Because the 
program, in general, shifts hazardous 
constituents from ground water to the 
other media, there exists the potential 
for increased environmental risks. 

EPA is now evaluating the potential 
for environmental harm in land disposal 
and alternative treatment processes, 
particularly that resulting from surface 
water releases. Land disposal 
technologies may release wastes to 
ground waters that subsequently 
inercept surface waters. Treatment 
technologies may release constituents to 
surface waters from spills and routine 
effluents. 

EPA is developing a methodology (as 
part of the WET model) to evaluate 
environmental damages in surface 
water, using a damage function, or 
scoring system. This damage function is 
essentially a dose response curve to 
measure the severity of damage to an 
ecosystem. The lowest score is 
associated with an appearance of 
contaminants in surface water at the 
lowest concentration believed to result 
in toxic effects to the most sensitive 
aquatic species (i.e., the lowest score is 
associated with the threshold at which 


toxic effects begin to be to realized in 
the ecosystem). Scores increase as 
surface water contaminant 
concentrations increase, with the 
highest score for ecosystem damage 
associated with the surface water 
contaminant concentration believed to 
result in catastrophic damage to the 
ecosystem. Catastrophic damage is 
defined as the contaminant 
concentration believed to result in 
actual breakdown of the ecosystem due, 
for instance, to the loss of species whose 
presence is critical to the system's 
continued operation, or survival. Based 
upon several case studies on the effects 
of hazardous constituents, EPA 
estimates that the surface water 
contaminant concentration resulting in 
catastrophic ecosystem damage is 
approximately 2.5 orders of magnitude 
greater-than the lowest concentration 
believed to result in the occurrence of 
toxic effects in the most sensitive 
species. 

At present, the results of these 
analyses of environmental effects are 
being developed. The first measure is 
based upon the most severe ecosystem 
damage predicted to occur {i.e., the 
ecosystem damage associated with the 
highest contaminant concentration 
resulting from releases of hazardous 
constituents to surface waters). This 
first measure is analogous to MEI risk 
estimates for humans. 

The second measure of surface water 
environmental risks being developed is 
a weighted estimate of the total volume 
of surface water contaminated with a 
constituent at any concentration greater 
than the minimum concentration 
believed to result in toxic effects in the 
most sensitive species. The volume of 
water contaminated is weighted by the 
severity of effect on the ecosystem, as 
indicated by the damage function 
described above. This second indicator 
is somewhat analogous to estimates of 
human population risk, and will be used 
by EPA accordingly. 

(G) Monte Carlo simulation routines/ 
output presentation. In order to evaluate 
explicitly the effects of the 
environmental and population 
distributions on risks, distributions of 
risk estimates are produced for each 
waste and technology combination over 
the course of 2,000 iterations, or WET 
model runs. Under the Monte Carlo 
simulation routine, the model selects 
values at random from each 
environmental and population 
parameter distribution for each 
iteration. This methodology generated 
distributions of population, maximum 
exposed individual, and environmental 
risks, in total and by media, for each 
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waste and technology combination. Also 
calculated are means, standard 
deviations, and other statistics 
describing these output distributions. 
The results of these runs are then 
formatted into risk matrices, broken out 
by constituent and environmental 
media. In addition, these output 
distributions are plotted as relative and 
cumulative frequency distributions to 
allow for visual inspection and 
comparison. 


3. Decision-Making Criteria 


The distributions of risk estimates 
corresponding to management of each 
representative waste stream in each 
assigned treatment technology or 
treatment train will be compared with 
the risk distribution developed for direct 
land disposal of this waste (i.e., the 
baseline). The purpose of this 
comparison is to identify treatment 
technologies or trains that, when applied 
to a specific waste stream, pose risks 
greater than those posed by 
management of the waste in land 
disposal units. Those treatment 
technologies or trains that are 
determined to be riskier than land 
disposal will be considered 
“unavailable” for purposes of 
establishing the treatment standard, as 
outlined in Unit II, and in addition will 
be the subject of additional regulation or 
prohibition, as described in Unit III.C.4. 

In evaluating the relative risks of land 
disposal and the potential treatment 
alternatives, four general outcomes are 
anticipated: 

a. The treatment alternative is always 
less risky than land disposal. 

b. The treatment alternative is always 
more risky than land disposal. 

c. The treatment alternative has lower 
average risks, but is still more risky than 
land disposal under certain conditions. 

d. The treatment alternative has 
higher average risks than land disposal, 
but is less risky than land disposal 
under certain conditions. 

In cases a and b, the availability 
decision is relatively straightforward; 
less risky treatments would generally be 
considered “available” and more risky 
treatments considered “unavailable.” 
Cases c and d, however, pose more 
difficult problems because EPA must 
evaluate the “tradeoffs”: higher or lower 
average risks versus the likelihood that 
there will be some outcomes in which 
average risks are poor indicators of the 
actual relative risks. For example, 
analysis might indicate that incineration 
of a waste has lower risks on average 
than land disposal, but in 10 percent of 
the outcomes the incinerator risks are 
much higher than those of land disposal. 
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In this situation, EPA must determine 
the appropriate level of risk avoidance 
to incorporate into the availability 
decision for incineration. In the same 
example, if, in the 10 percent of the 
outcomes where incineration is 
indicated to be more risky than land 
disposal, the consequences associated 
with these risks are many orders of 
magnitude greater than those associated 
with land disposal, the Agency might 
prefer to designate the treatment 
alternative “unavailable” so as to avoid 
setting BDAT based on this technology 
and, in turn, avoid the risks of these 
catastrophic consequences. Conversely, 
if the consequences of these more risky 
outcomes are only slightly worse than 
those associated with land disposal, an 
“available” designation for incineration 
might be more appropriate. In this case, 
the Agency would be choosing to incur 
the possibility of minor, infrequent risk 
increases in order to take advantage of 
the risk reductions indicated to be 
provided by the technology in the vast 
majority of the waste management 
scenarios. 


Initially, EPA investigated the . 
application of a rigorous statistical 


approach for analyzing relative risks in 
the scenarios outlined above. In this 
framework, hypothesis tests were 
considered for evaluating statistically 
significant differences in the mean 
values of the risk distributions. 
Differences in the variance of the land 
disposal and alternative treatment risk 
distributions were investigated as 
indicators of scenarios where the risk of 
one alternative is high relative to that of 
the other in at least some of the 
outcomes. Based on statistically 
significant differences in means and 
variances of the risk distributions 
generated by the WET model, a method 
was considered for assessing the 
availability of alternative treatment 
technologies. 

Further analysis of the rigorous 
statistical approach, however, suggested 
some severe shortcomings. First, 
parametric statistical tests measure 
differences in central tendencies. 
Measures of central tendencies, 
however, may not be appropriate in 
cases of skewed distributions. Skewed 
distributions of risk are frequently 
observed due to the occurrence of 
“outliner” situations in which risks are 
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estimated to be substantial, although 
highly infrequent. After reviewing the 
procedures that predict these outliers, 
the Agency judged that they represent 
possibilities that should not be 
discounted. Second, significant 
uncertainty about the mean risk is not 
captured in the variance of the risk 
distributions likely to be developed 
through the analyses, Factors not 
considered in the model, such as 
uncertainty over unit risk estimates for 
adverse toxic health effects, contribute 
additional uncertainty to the model 
results. Tests of the statistical 
significance of differences in means and 
measures variance would not capture 
these additional uncertainties. 

Given the problems with rigorous 
statistical analyses of the risk 
distributions, EPA is instead proposing 
an evaluation procedure that relies on 
qualitative case-by-case assessments of 
the relative risks of land disposal and 
alternative treatment technologies when 
availability decisions are not 
straightforward. Such analyses are 
performed in a sequence of stages, as 
illustrated in the following Figure 13: 


BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 
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DECISION TREE FOR COMPARATIVE RISK ANALYSIS 


Outputs From 
Risk Analys: 


ts 
Treatment 
learly Less Risky* 
Than Land 
Disposai?® 


Are 
Media And 
Constituent 
The Same? 


Dilferential 
Uncertainties 


@ For each waste stream, plot the counter - Cumulative distridbucions of rish (Log rish ve percentile! due to the land 
disposal baseline and the treatment alternatives. 


ty Does the treatment curve ever overlap the baseline curve? 


Si An overiap other than tow probability and high consequence. 


BILLING CODE 6565-50-C 
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In the first stage, land disposal and 
treatment risk estimates (distributions) 
generated by the analyses are plotted to 
produce “risk profiles.” Separate 
profiles are produced for MEI risk, 


3 Population Risk Distribution 7/7 W.S. 


Figure 14 presents a hypothetical plot 
of the risk profiles for the treatment 
alternative (crossed line) and for land 
disposal (boxed line). The “x” 
coordinate of each “x” “y” pair on the 
curve indicates the percentage of the 
outcomes in which the risk exceeds each 
value indicated by the “y” coordinate. 
(Note that the actual values on the “y” 
axis are an arbitrary scale; in the 
comparative risk analyses, absolute risk 


population risk, and (other-than-human) 
environmental risk. The plotted risk 
profiles organize the risk estimates in 
each of these categories (generated 
using the Monte Carlo simulation 


Figure 14 


40 60 
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routines over the course of 2,000 model 
runs) from highest to lowest, forming a 
cumulative frequency distribution curve 
as illustrated in the following Figure 14 
(using log of risk versus percentile): 


~ 


Counter—Cumulative Frequency 


+ tinev Dole Precip/LF 


scores are unimportant and the 
evaluation focuses on the differences, or 
relationships between the treatment and 
land disposal risk distributions.) As can 
be seen in this example, land disposal 
population risks exceed treatment risks 
in nearly 50 percent of the observations, 
but in the remaining 50 percent of the 
expected outcomes treatment risks are 
greater than those posed by land 
disposal. 


The purpose of the first stage of the 
analysis is to identify treatment 
technologies that are always less risky 
than land disposal. In the context of the 
risk profiles, treatment alternatives are 
considered always less risky than land 
disposal when all points on the 
treatment's risk profile curve are inside 
(below) the risk profile curve for land 
disposal, as illustrated in the following 
Figure 15: 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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Figure 15 


Population-Risk Distribution / W.S. 22 


In this scenario, the probability that 
risks exceed the value on the “y” axis is 
always greater for the land disposal 
technology. 

For a treatment process or treatment 
train to be identified as always less 
risky than land disposal in the first stage 
of the analysis, land disposal must 
always be riskier than the alternative 
treatment in each of the MEI, 
population, and environmental risk 
profiles. If the treatment alternative is 
more risky than land disposal in any of 
these risk metrics, the case is designated 
for further study in subsequent stages of 
the analysis. Thus, detailed analyses are 
performed for Cases b through d 
discussed above. 

As an initial screening procedure, the 
risk profile comparison is conservative 
in identifying technologies that are 
likely to be desigriated as “available” 
for purposes of establishing section 


40 60 


Counter—Cumulative Frequency 


Co Ceonr/ LF + 


3004(m) treatment standards, since a 
treatment alternative’s risks must 
always be lower than those for land 
disposal. However, because uncertainty 
does exist around the precise values 
plotted in the risk profile curves, it is 
possible that a treatment alternative 
that appears to be always less risky 
than land disposal could, in fact, be 
more risky than land disposal at some or 
even all points along the curve. While 
recognizing this possibility, the Agency 
believes that where this type of 
uncertainty exists, the statutory 
presumption against land disposal 
generally suggests the alternative should 
be designated “available.” Specifically, 
in such cases the comparative risk 
assessments will not have provided 
evidence that the treatment alternatives 
pose risks that are significantly greater 
than those posed by land disposal— 
evidence that is required under EPA's 
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proposed decision-making framework in 
order to determine that a treatment 
alternative is “unavailable” for use as a 
basis for a BDAT treatment standard. 

Nonetheless, two overrides to 
immediate “availability” designations 
based on the risk profile analyses have 
been incorporated into the proposed 
relative risk evaluation methodology in 
order to address concerns over key 
areas of uncertainty in the analytic 
results. Cases will be automatically 
designated for more detailed evaluation 
in subsequent stages of the analysis, 
regardless of the nature of their risk 
profiles, where: 

i. The primary medium by which the 
risks occur is different for land disposal 
than for treatment alternatives; and/or, 

ii. The constituent responsible for 
most of the risk is different for land 
disposal than for treatment alternatives. 
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Cases where treatment risks are 
dominated by a constituent or 
environmental media different from 
those observed for land disposal risks 
are automatically designated for further 
analyses in order to consider the effects 
of uncertainties not considered in the 
Monte Carlo simulation routines. Areas 
of uncertainty not addressed through the 
Monte Carlo process include those 
associated with the specific algorithms 
and assumptions used to model 
transport through specific media, 
uncertainties about technology 
characteristics and associated 
performance, and uncertainties about 
the physical and chemical properties of 
hazardous wastes, their constituents, 
and the nature and magnitude of their 
toxic effects. These uncertainties, 
referred to as “differential” 
uncertainties, are particularly important 
in the cases identified above because 
they may result in non-parallel shifts in 
the risk profile curves, causing curves to 
overlap even where the quantitative, 
results indicate that they do not. 

Accordingly, observations of cross- 
media risks and cross-constituent risks 
will be used as indicators of potential 
differential uncertainty impacts. Before 
determining that treatment technologies 
are available in these cases, the 
potential impacts of differential 


uncertainties will be evaluated. In 
situations, for example where treatment 
risks occur via air while land disposal 
risks occur via ground water, the WET 
model's fate and transport equations 
will be evaluated for their handling of 
the specific wastes and technologies 
involved to determine if any systematic 
biasing of the results is occurring. While 
attempts have been made to eliminate 
such biases from the WET model, it is 
difficult to ensure that air modeling is 
equally as conservative as ground water 
modeling. When treatment and land 
disposal risks occur via the same media, 
concerns about biased results do not 
arise, since the model evaluates each 
technology identically. Evaluations of 
differential uncertainties will involve 
more indepth examination of the WET 


. model's algorithms and assumptions, 


and may include the use of other fate 
and transport models to determine the 
poteritial effects of these uncertainties. 
If these evaluations indicate that 
differential uncertainties are not likely 
to change the conclusions drawn from 
the original risk profile curves, treatment 
alternatives will be determined to be 
“available” for purposes of establishing 
section 3004{m) treatment standards. If, 
however, these evaluations indicate the 
possibility that the risk profile curves 
could shift significantly enough to result 
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in substantial overlap, these cases will 
be the subject of further detailed 
analyses, as in cases where the risk 
profile curves indicate substantial 
overlap. The nature of these detailed 
analyses are described below. 

In cases where the risk profile curves 
cross (as in Figure 14) or where analyses 
of differential uncertainties indicate that 
the curves might cross, EPA will attempt 
to quantify the nature and extent of the 
overlap (or potential) overlap. 
Specifically, how frequently are 
treatment risks likely to be greater than 
those posed by land disposal? When 
treatment risks are greater, how much 
greater are they? Do the greater 
treatment risks occur at the low end or 
the high end of the risk spectrum? 
Depending on the answers to these and 
other questions, treatment technologies 
whose risk profile curves indicate that 
they may in some instances pose greater 
risks than land disposal may 
nonetheless be designated as 
“available” for purposes of establishing 
the section 3004(m) treatment standards. 
For example, consider the case 
illustrated in the following Figure 16 
where MEI risks from treatment are 
greater than land disposal in less than 
one percent of the observations: 
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Figure 16 


MEI Risk Distribution 7 W.S. 21 


‘Si 


In almost all cases, treatment risks are 
substantially less than those of land 
disposal. Furthermore, when treatment 
risks are greater than land disposal risks 
they do not appear to be substantially 
greater (e.g. many orders of 
mangnitude), indicating that the 
consequences of these greater risk 
events are not likely to be significantly 
greater than these associated with land 
disposal. It should be noted that the 
WET model is primarily a relative risk 
model. Accordingly, estimates of 
absolute, or actual, risk are not 
developed in this exercise and, as noted 
earlier, are not required in conducting 
comparative analyses. EPA is likely in 
situations such as those illustrated in 
Figure 16 to designate treatment 
alternatives as “available” for purposes 
of establishing the section 3004(m) 
standards, trading off the possibility of 
highly infrequent, low relative 
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consequence increases in risks in order 
to take advantage of the substantial risk 
reductions offered by the treatment 
technology in the vast majority of waste 
management scenarios. 

Alternatively, consider the case 
presented originally in Figure 14. Here, 
treatment resulted in greater population 
risks than land disposal in nearly 50 per 
cent of the observations. Furthermore, 
treatment risks are substantially greater 
than land disposal risks in many of 
these observations. EPA is not likely to 
designate technologies exhibiting these 
types of risk profiles as “available” 
without conducting further indepth 
analysis. Further stages of detailed 
analysis include evaluations of the 
sources of increased risk through 
examination of release estimates 
provided by the WET Model (i.e., which 
part of the treatment process or train is 
responsible for the increased risks?), 


followed by potential revisions to the 
input specifications where modeling 
algorithms or assumptions are believed 
to be inappropriate for specific 
conditions. These revisions may result 
in risk profile curves that no longer 
cross, in which case the Agency is likely 
to designate the treatment alternative as 
“available.” 

Alternatively, the revised risk 
analyses may continue to indicate 
greater risks in treatment. At this point, 
EPA will have exhausted the resources 
of the WET model in conducting 
comparative risk assessments. Before 
making a determination that the 
treatment alternative is “unavailable” 
for purposes of establishing section 
3004(m) treatment standards, however, 
EPA will conduct an indepth case study 
to characterize fully the risks posed by 
its use in the management of specific 
hazardous wastes. Case studies will 
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review available literature and examine 
actual operation of land disposal and 
treatment alternatives in the 
management of specific hazardous 
wastes at “representative” RCRA 
facilities, and will utilize more 
sophisticated modeling techniques than 
those employed in generic WET model 
analyses. The purpose of these case 
studies is twofold: to make a final 
determination as to whether a treatment 
technology should be considered 
“available” or “unavailable” for 
purposes of establishing section 3004(m) 
treatment standards; and, if the 
technology is determined “unavailable,” 
to provide sufficient data to support 
additional regulation of the technology 
by EPA (see Unit III.C.4). The Agency 
does not expect many treatment 
technologies to require these indepth 
case Studies in order to determine their 
“availability” for purposes of 
establishing section 3004(m) treatment 
standards for specific hazardous wastes. 
To the extent that more technologies 
require such case studies than are 
anticipated, other factors such as the 
volume of the waste currently being 
land disposed will be used to establish 
priorities to indicate which treatment 
alternatives will first be the subject of 
these analyses. 


4. Additional Regulation of Treatment 
Technologies 


Where the results of the detailed 
evaluations described in the previous 
unit conclude that a treatment 
technology or train should be designated 
as “unavailable” for purposes of 
establishing treatment standards for one 
or more specific hazardous wastes, EPA 
intends to develop additional regulatory 
controls for such technologies to reduce 
these unacceptable risks. For example, if 
the comparative risk assessments 
indicate that air stripping of volatile 
solvent wastes results in unacceptable 
releases of hazardous constituents to the 
air, the Agency may develop regulatory 
controls on the design and operation of 
air stripping processes to reduce these 
risks. If these additional regulatory 
controls are promulgated by the time the 
treatment standards take effect, the 
technology may be designated as 
“available” for use in achieving the 
standard (and the standard may be 
revised to reflect the improved 
performance of air stripping, if air 
stripping represented the best 
demonstrated achievable technology). 
There may be situations in which 
additional regulatory controls are not 
possible, do not sufficiently reduce the 
unacceptable risks, or cannot be 
promulgated by the time the section 


3004{m) treatment standards take effect. . 


In such cases, EPA will attempt to 
promulgate regulations prohibiting the 
use of riskier technologies by the 
effective date of the treatment 
standards. 

Additional standards for treatment 
technologies may be developed under 
RCRA, as in the case of additional 
incineration standards, or under other 
statutory authorities. For instance, the 
Agency could establish appropriate 
standards for surface water discharges 
or discharges to publicly owned 
treatment works under the Clean Water 
Act. 


5. Results of Initial Comparative Risk 
Analyses 


The procedures described above were 
employed in conducting comparative 
risk assessments for the solvent waste 
streams and dioxin-containing waste 
streams for which section 3004(m) 
treatment standards are proposed today. 
The results of these initial analyses are 
presented in conjunction with 
discussion of the proposed treatment 
standards for these wastes in Unit VI. 


D. Application of Standards 
1. Leaching Procedure 


As indicated previously, when 
treatment standards are expressed as an 
extract concentration, the Agency is 
proposing to use the recently developed 
toxicity characteristic leaching 
procedure (TCLP) to determine whether 
applicable levels have been achieved. 
The TCLP was developed for use in 
conjunction with an expanded Toxicity 
Charateristic. The current Extraction 
Procedure Toxicity Charcateristic (40 
CFR 261.24) entails use of the EP, a 
leaching test used for identifying wastes 
as hazardous based on their likelihood 
to leach toxic contaminants. While the 
EP was optimized for inorganic 
constituents EPA's intent in developing 
the TCLP is to produce an improved 
leaching test method suitable for use in 
evaluating wastes containing organic 
constituents, as well as inorganic 
constituents. Thus the new TCLP 
represents a single test procedure that 
can be used to evaluate the leachability 
of all toxic contaminants in a waste. 

The TCLP is also an improvement 
over the existing EP in several 
operational aspects. For example, the EP 
currently involves continual pH 
adjustment (titration} with 0.5 M acetic 
acid to a pH of 5.0 + 0.2. This can 
involve more than 6 hours of operator 
attention and can be difficult for some 
waste types, particularly oily wastes. In 
developing the TCLP, the need for 
continual pH adjustment has been 
eliminated. In addition, the EP involves 
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separating the initial liquid from the 
solid phase of the waste, as well as 
separation of the liquid (extract) derived 
from the leaching test. These steps, 
currently involving pressure filtration 
through a 0.45 um filter, can be difficult 
and time consuming for certain waste 
types. EPA expects that these problems 
will be avoided in the new procedure. In 
addition, because the new procedure 
has been developed to address the 
leaching of organic compounds as well 
as inorganics, the new procedure is 
designed to prevent loss of the volatile 
compounds through the use of a zero 
head “nace extractor. Finally, other 
minor problems in the EP protocoal, 
such as accounting for the loss of waste 
materials to the sidewalls of sample 
containers, have been corrected in the 
new procedure. 

Athough the TCLP was developed to 
model the codisposal of an industrial 
waste in a municipal waste landfill, EPA 
believes that the predicted degree of 
contaminant migration could reasonably 
occur during the course of most waste 
management, including the RCRA 
Subtitle C hazardous waste land 
disposal situation. This applies to the 
leaching of both organics and 
inorganics. 

- Since leaching results from the 
percolation of rainwater through the 
land disposal area, the leaching medium 
is almost always primarily aqueous in 
nature. As the rainwater precolates 
through the waste, it naturally picks up 
contaminants from the waste. However, 
the leaching medium is still primarily 
aqueous. As was demonstrated by the 


leaching experiments conducted during 


development of the TCLP (Refs. 46 and 
47), as well as other research (Ref. 22), 
minor changes to primarily aqueous 
media do not generally result in 
significant differences in the degree of 
leaching of organic compounds. For 
inorganics, where the degree of leaching 
is most affected by pH conditions, the 
acidity afforded by the TCLP leaching 
medium accounts for the possibility that 
wastes could be subjected to mild acidic 
conditions which could occur in RCRA 
Subtitle C land disposal environments. 
Of course, wastes do have the 
potential to be subjected to more 
aggressive leaching conditions that 
might be better modeled through the use 
of strong inorganic acids or perhaps 
certain types of solvents. However, the 
Agency finds it difficult to support the 
use of these more aggressive leaching 
media, primarily because it would be 
difficult to support a reasonable worst- 
case mismanagement scenario for use of 
these media. This is particularly 
significant for the RCRA Subtitle C 
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hazardous waste land disposal situation 
since early in. this: program, EPA is 
restricting the disposal of solvent and 
acidic wastes in. RCRA Suhtitle:C. 
hazardous. waste management land 
dispesab facilities. 

In addition, it appears that small 
amounts of some solvents may not 
affect leaching significantly. The TCLP 
was developed from a field-model 
lysimeter experiment which generated a 
municipal waste leachate (MWL}, The 
leaching media. for the: TCLP (acetate 
buffer] was selected primarily because it 
was an adequate model for the MWL. 
The MWL, in addition to containing 
carboxylic acids and higher molecular 
weight organie compounds, also 
contained toluene, a common. industrial 
solvent, in the range of ? te 2 parts per 
milion. Ft also contained other common 
industrial chemicals, such as benzene, 
however, at lower concentrations. The 
presence of these compounds in the 
MWL did not appear te affect the 
leaching of organic compounds to a 


significant degree. 

Another consideration in the Agency's 
decision to propose. the use of the TCLP 
in the restrictions: is the time 
constraints. of the program. It took EPA 
approximately 4 years to develop and 
evaluate the TCLP. Congress, in 
directing EPA to identify treatment 
standards for wastes banned from land 
dispesal, prowided strict time limits 
under which regulations must be 
promulgated: # EPA were to develop a 
new leaching test for the land disposal 
restrictions program, the congressionally 
mandated timelines established for 
these decisions could not be met. 


The protocol for the FCLP is set forth - 


in Appendix k In additiom, detailed 

information on the development and 

evaluation of the TCLP will be 

RE RE Om ANCE 4 
acteristic proposed rule, to be 

aieeaataamnedtnabenn tin 

near future. 


2. Testing and Recordkeeping 
Under the framework being preposed 


teday, determination of whether a waste 


or treatment residue requires further 
treatment prior te land disposal 
generally depends on whether the 
concentration of constituents im the 
waste, or in an. extract from the waste 
(using the prescribed leach precedure), 
exceeds, the applicable regulatory 
thresholds. Because this determination 
is critieal to the proposed scheme, EPA 
is proposing te impose waste testing/ 
analysis requirements. 

The Agency first considered who 
should bear the responsibility for 
testing: the generator, the ewner/ 
operator of the treatment facility and/or 


the ewner/operator of the land disposal 
facility. 

The Agency considered three possible 
pe The first option would 
require that testing be conducted by the 
eet) the treater, and the ultimate 
disposer of. the. waste. Fhe second. 
option would require testing at the 
treatment facility and disposal facility 
(when they are: separate facilities). The 
third optiom requires testing at only the 
disposal facility. 

In the fimst option, the gemerator would 
be requized ta test the wastes. before 
sending them off-site. As.a result, the 
generator would know to send waste for 
treatment if it exceeded the regulatory 
thresheld or for disposal if the 
concentration of constituents. in: the 
waste were less than or equal to the 
regulatery thresholds. The test would 
include only measurement of those 
constituents listed. im Table CCWE of 
the regubatiom (§ 268.42). The generator 

initially would have to test the waste 
and establish the concentrations for the 
constituents in Table CCWE. Testing 
would be repeated. when the process oz 
inputs changed or the 
expected that the constituents in the 
waste stream may be differemt. 
Following treatment, the treater would 
be required to test the treated. waste. 
Finally, the disposal facility would have 
to verify that the waste met the 
treatment standards by testing the 
shipment, possibly doing modified. 
waste analysis of the constituents of 
concern. if ene or more: processes, 

eccurred at the same site (e.g,,. the 
generator also treated the waste prior to 
sending residues off-site for disposal, or 
the generator shipped: the waste off-site 
to one location for both treatment and 
disposal}, testing would be required only 
once at each location. Thus, for 
example, a generator whe also treats his 
waste would be required to test the 
waste only after treatment (i.e... before it. 
is sent off-site for disposal). However 
the disposal site also would be required 
to test the waste prior toultimate 

Hf generation, treatment, and 

disposal all occur at the same site, 
testing would be required only once 
prier to disposal. 

The Agency believes there are several 
advantages. to this appreach. EPA 
believes that generators who know what 
is in their wastes will send their wastes 
to the proper place—either to the 
treatment facility or to the disposai 
facility. The testing information from the 
generator also provides valuable 
information for the treater. With the 
testing data, the treater will then be able 
to target the amount, method, and 
characteristics of treatment necessary 
for the waste in question. Requiring 
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treaters to test wastes. before shipping 
them for disposal assures, accountability 
since. they will: know whether the 
applicable treatment standards. have: 
beem met. Finally, by; requizing, the 
disposal facilities. to verify, the: 
constituent content of the wastes: before 


disposal, they can assure themselves. 
and. the Agency that only wastes that 


have: met the treatment standards will 


be ox have been land. disposed. 

A second option would require testing 
at the off-site treater and separate off- 
site disposal facility, but net. at. the 
generator. Under this approach, the 
treater would have to test wastes or 
treatment residues. after treatment to 
show the disposal facility that they have 
met the treatment standards. The 
disposal facility would. them verify, by 
testing, that the wastes. met the 
treatment standards before land 
disposak Where the disposal facility 
and treatment facility are a combined 
operation, the: test would take place only 
once, before land. disposal. 

The third option would require testing 
at the disposal site, thereby assuring 
that wastes placed in the Deoodlen 
do net exceed. the regulatory thresholds. 
Under this approach, the disposal. 
facility must either conduct am analysis 
of the waste er obtain an analysis of the 
waste from the generator or treater. ; 


the generater or treatment facility te 
supply all or part of the required testing 
data. However, if the gemerator or 
tweater did not supply the testing data 
and the land disposal facility owner or 
operator chose to accept the waste, the 
owner or operator would be responsible 
for conducting the required. testing. 
While options twe and three do not 
require testing by the generator, they do 
not relieve the generator of his 
responsibilities: under 40 CFR 262.20 to 
designate a facility (on the manifest) 
which is to handle his waste 
when he sends his waste off-site for 
management. Thus, a generator must 
know whether he must treat his waste 
prior to dispos..l. However, rather than 
specifically requiring the generator to 
conduct testing, the Agency would allow 
determination of whether wastes meet 
the regulatory thresholds to be based on 
either testing or knowledge of the. 
characteristics of the waste. 
Accordingly, a generator could 
determine that his. waste requires. 
treatment based solely on. his 
knowledge of the. waste without 
conducting and keeping records of the 
test results. This approach is directly 
analogous to the-generator’s 
responsibility to determine whether his 
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waste is “identified” by any of the 
hazardous characteristics included in 
Subpart C of 40 CFR Part 261. This 
determination may be made by either 
testing the waste or by the application 
of knowledge of the waste in light of the 
materials or the processes used in its 
generation (40 CFR 262.11). Thus, 
although generators are held responsible 
for determining whether their wastes are 
hazardous, they are not specifically 
required to perform testing (or to keep 
records) to make this determination. 

After evaluation of these alternatives, 
EPA is proposing the third option 
whereby the disposer would be held 
responsible for testing the wastes. The 
Agency believes that this approach 
would produce the desired result—an 
assurance that the wastes placed in land 
disposal facilities have met the 
applicable standards. It is flexible, does 
not require redundant testing, fits into 
the current regulatory scheme for the 
waste analysis plan and requires the 
testing to take place where the liability 
for disposal exists—at the land disposal 
facility. In addition, many disposal 
facilities already will have laboratory 
capabilities because of the existing 
waste analysis requirements. 

To implement the proposed approach 
the Agency has included a reference to 
the requirements of Part 268 in the 
general waste analysis requirements in 
§ 264.13 (a)(1) and (b)(6), for permitted 
facilities, and in § 265.13 (a)(1) and 
(b)(6), for facilities in interim status. 
Consistent with the current approach to 
waste analysis requirements in Parts 264 
and 265, the Agency also has added the 
specific waste analysis requirements 
resulting from the restrictions program 
that must be incorporated into the 
general waste analysis, as a separate 
section in Part 268. Lastly, the Agency 
has revised the operating record 
requirements in §§ 264.73 and 265.73 to 
indicate that waste analyses conducted 
pursuant to this requirement be 
recorded and maintained in the facility's 
operating record. 

In those cases where the applicable 
treatment standards are expressed as a 
concentration in a waste or an extract 
from a waste, the waste analysis 
requirements being proposed in Part 268 
mandate that actual testing of the waste 
be conducted. (Frequency and sampling 
procedures are specified in §§ 264.13 
and 265.13). Where the applicable 
treatment standard for the waste is 
specified as a method of treatment, 
testing to determine compliance is not 
applicable. In such cases, a certification 
by the generator or treatment facility 
owner or operator is sufficient to 
demonstrate compliance. The Agency 


requests comments on the proposed 
approach, as well as the alternative 
approaches discussed. 


3. Facilities Operating Under an RCRA 
Permit 


Land disposal and all other facilities 
which have been issued RCRA permits 
prior to the enactment of the HSWA 
must comply with certain requirements 
of the HSWA even though those 
requirements are not specifically 
referenced in the permit conditions. The 
Agency anticipates proposing in. 
separate rulemaking, an amendment to 
§ 270.4 to indicate that facilities with 
RCRA permits are subject not only to- 
the conditions written into the permit, 
but also must comply with all applicable 
requirements of the HSWA (including 
implementing regulations) which would 
otherwise go into effect by statute. 

Since the land disposal restrictions do 
go into effect by statute, permitted 
facilities would be required to comply 
with all applicable land disposal 
regulations when they become effective, 
even if the regulations are not 
referenced in the permit. 

In order to facilitate implementation 
of the land disposal restrictions 
program, EPA is considering modifying 
the RCRA permitting regulations to 
make it easier for permitted treatment 
facilities to accept new waste streams 
not covered by their permit. For 
example, incinerator permits may 


specifiy the waste codes and volumes of . 


waste which the unit is permitted to 
incinerate. Alternatively, the permit may 
be written to allow the incineration of 
broader categories of wastes if the unit's 
previous trial burn (or data in lieu of a 
trial burn) demonstrates the applicable 
Destruction and Removal Efficiency 
(DRE) on a Principal Organic Hazardous 
Constituent (POHC) or compound more 
difficult to incinerate than those wastes. 


. Presently when waste codes are 


specifically listed in a RCRA permit, the 
permit must be modified to include any 
additional waste codes handled at the 
permitted unit. When waste codes are 
not specifically listed ina RCRA 
incinerator permit, a waste may be 
incinerated at a permitted unit if it is 
less difficult to incinerate than the 
POHC for which performance data are 
available, and all other conditions of the 
permit (e.g., minimum heating value of 
the waste) are met. If the permitted unit 
had demonstrated the applicable DRE 
on a POHC less difficult to burn or had 
not demonstrated the applicable DRE, 
another trial burn is necessary, and the 
permit would need to be modified. 

In order to provide flexibility in 
meeting the capacity demands that will 
result from the restrictions program in as 
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timely a manner as possible, EPA is 
considering allowing the treatment of 
restricted wastes (except for wastes 
containing dioxins) at permitted units 
without requiring the units to add waste 
codes through the permit modification 
process. This change would not allow 
new treatment processes or units to be 
added without a permit modification but 
would provide flexibility to permitted 
units to expand the types of waste they 
treat. Dioxin-containing waste (F020 
through F023 and F026 through F028) 
may be treated only at units which have 
been certified specifically to manage 
those wastes. 

Another alternative is to require any 
permitted treatment unit to modify its 
permit before treating any restricted 
wastes not covered by its permit. These 
permit modifications currently must be 
processed under § 270.41 (major _ 
modifications). Alternatively, EPA could 
revise the Part 270 regulations to 
simplify the modification process by 
allowing the incorporation of restricted 
wastes at permitted treatment facilities 
as a modification processed under the 
§ 270.42 (minor modifications) 
procedure. EPA invites comment on 
these possible alternatives. 


E. Determination of Alternative 
Capacity and Ban Effective Dates 


RCRA section 3004(h)(2) states that 
the Agency may grant a variance of up 
to 2 years from the statutory ban 
effective date if adequate alternative 
treatment, recovery, or disposal 
capacity which protects human health 
and the environment is not available. 
Congress, however, intends for the land 
disposal restrictions to “go into effect 
immediately upon promulgation 
whenever and wherever possible.” (S. 
Rep. No. 98-284, 98th Cong., 1st sess. 19 
(1983)) The legislative history also states 
that “the Agency should expend every 
effort to assure that unsafe practices are 
terminated as quickly as possible.” 
Therefore, “extensions based on 
capacity shortfalls should be 
infrequently granted. Given consistent 
regulatory and economic incentives, 
adequate capacity will be quickly 
developed.” (S. Rep. No. 98-284, 98th 
Cong., 1st sess. 19 (1983)) The proposed 
procedures for extensions appear at 
§ 268.4. EPA will consider several 
factors when calculating alternative 
capacity and when determining the 
length of any variance from the ban 
effective dates mandated by RCRA. 
These factors are discussed below. 


1. Ban Effective Dates 


EPA will develop estimates of 
treatment capacity needed versus 





Federal Register / Vol. 53, No. 9 / Tuesday, January 14, 1986 / Propesed Rules 


capacity available to determine if 
current capacity of alternative 
treatment, recovery, and disposal 
technalogies is sufficient to 

restricted wastes. These estimates will 
be developed from: currently available 
data or capacity requirements and 
technology capacity. EPA also will use 
interpretations of existing data: if EPA 


the barr will go into effect immediately. 
If capacity is not available, then the 
Agency will have te determine when 
additional, or new capacity, will become 
available, so that the length of a 
variance cam be: established. 
Establishment of the ban effective date 
will not be affected by the processing of 
petitions under RCRA section 3004 (dj, 
(e), and (g). The imteraction between the 
variance to the bam effective date and 
the case-by-case extension under 
section 3@04(lt) (3) is discussed! later im 
this unit. 
2. Regional and National Capacity 

The Agency will make a national 
determination of both the quantity of 
banned waste generated and the 
capacity of alternative treatment, 
recovery,, and disposal technologies. If 
national capacity is insufficient to treat 
all of the banned waste, in most cases 
the Agency will extend the effective 
date of the ban. If national capacity is 
sufficient, the ban will become effective 
immediately, even if, for instance, the 
only capacity for a waste generated in 
California, is located in Ohio. 

This approach is consistent with 

intent. The Senate 

legislative history provides that “the 
available capacity determination is to 
be done:an a national basis.” (S. Rep. 
No. 98-284, 96th Cong,, 1st sess. 19 
(1983)) That is, the effective date of the 
ban for a given waste should not vary 
from region to region because one region 
has sufficient alternative capacity and 
another does not. If cheaper land 
disposal is banned in only a portion of 
the country, it is likely that waste will 
be transported outside of that region 
and land disposed elsewhere. This 
would have the effect of discouraging 
the use. of treatment in those regions in 
which it is available and land disposal 
is banned. As the Senate history points 
out, those regions ef the country im 
which land disposal is permitted might 
become the “dumping ground™ for 
wastes generated im where land 
disposal is banned. (S. Rep. No. 98-264, 
98th Cong.,. ist sess. 19 (1983). 

The legislative history recognizes that 
- the nationwide approach to capacity 
determinations “might necessitate the 
transportation of wastes to treatment 


facilities over significant distances,” but 
notes that “thie kind of waste 
transportation is occurring today.” Tt 
predicts: the of 
“imexpensive ‘milk run” style calfection 
services .... to meet demands.” 
S. Rep: Ne. 98-264, 96th Cong., Ist sess. 
19 (1983)). In Bight of this legi 
history, EPA believes that the need te: 
transport wastes should not be the basis 
- extending the effective dates of the 
an.. 

The Agency recognizes that there: are 

some disadvantages to making a 


. nationwide determination: of capacity. 


Even though capacity may exist imsome 
regions of the country, if nationwide 
capacity is insufficient, alf of the wastes 
subject to the restrictions could continue 
to be land dispesed. Thus, existing 
treatment capacity may not be utilized. 
Industries located im regions where: 
treatment is net readily available may 
incur higher transportation costs when 
capacity exists elsewhere. The Agency 
solicits comment or alternative 
approaches to determining capacity 

consistent with. Suaeoueaneae intent. 


3. The Natiomwide. Variance and the 
Case-by-Case. Extension 


In cases where EPA has not granted a 
nationwide variance, it is not precluded 
from granting case-by-case effective 
date extensions. For imstance, if 
alternative capacity exists to manage 
most of the waste to be banned, the 
Agency might choose not te grant a 
nationwide variance, even though 
alternative capacity appears to be 
lacking slightly. In these cases, if is more 
desirable te grant case-by-case 
extensions. (as described in. Unit HI.F) to 
specific applicants who lack alternative 
capacity than to allow everyone, even 
those for whom alternatives are 
available, to continue te land dispose of 
their wastes. This approach is consistent 
with congressional intent to ban land 
disposa? at the earliest possible time. In 
these circumstances, the Agency will 
specify in the proposed rulemaking that 
the ban will be effective immediately 
upon promulgation and the basis for this 
determination. Generators whe cannot 
find alternative capacity for their wastes 
can apply for case-by-case extensions. 

For the same reasons, EPA may grant 
a variance of less than 2 years, even 
though some facilities may require more 
time to be completed. These facilities 
could be completed under a case-by- 
case extension, if all applicable criteria 
are met, without allowing continued 
land disposal nationwide. 

It is possible that some generators 
may produce wastes in such small 
quantities that no commercial treatment 
or other waste management facility is 
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willing to accept this waste. Unique 
wastes may alse exist that cannot be 
treated by the ies. ar to the: 
levels achievable for most other wastes. 
For these reasons, 2 case-by-case 
extension may be granted te allow 
facilities generating such wastes to 
provide alternative capacity or develop 
appropriate treatment metheds. 

If the Agency proposes an immediate 
ban effective date, it may receive 
applications for case-by-case extensions 
before the final rule is promulgated (see 
Unit Ml), Before promulgation of the fina} 
ban effective date, EPA will consider 
information provided by case-by-case 
extension applications as well as other 
comments submitted during the public 
comment period. As a result of this 
information, EPA may choose to grant a 
nationwide variance in the fina} rule. 

However, after EPA promulgates a 
nationwide ban effective date, this date 
is, as a practical matter, unlikely to be 
amended based an applications for or 
issuances of case-by-case extensions, or 


-any other information available that 


may indicate that nationwide capacity is 
insufficient. Fhe considered the 

of changing the decision not 
to grant a nationwide variance if, after 
the bam became effective, it received 
evidence that capacity was not 
adequate. EPA also considered whether 
it should shorten a variance based on 
new information showing that 
nationwide capacity is adequate. The 
Agency believes that any change to the 
ban effective date would require a 
lengthy rulemaking that could not be 
completed im significantly less than 2 
years. Since the maximum variance 
allowed by the statute-is 2 years after 
the statutory effective date, a change to 
the ban effective date probably would 
not be practical. 


4. Determination of Capacity 
Requirements by Waste Treatability 
Group 


In general, EPA will develop 
treatment standards fer waste groups 
derived from the physical/chemical 
characteristes of the banned wastes (see 
Unit IIB). EPA will also determine the 
quantities of wastes that require specific 
treatment or recovery methods by waste 
treatability group. For instance, to 
remove dilute solvents from aqueous 
wastes, treatment processes such as. air 
and steam stripping are required. 
However, solvent-contaminated sludges 
require incineration. Concentrated 
solvent liquids may be either recovered 
(e.g., by distillation or solvent ‘ 
extraction}, reused (e.g., as: a fuel 
substitute}, or incinerated. These 
treatability groups will enable EPA to 
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compare required capacity (capacity 
demand) with available capacity 
(capacity supply). Throughout this unit, 
the use of the word “waste” refers to the 
individual waste group on which the 
capacity determination will be based. 

Currently, the major source of data for 
most waste capacity requirements is the 
Office of Solid Waste’s Regulatory 
Impact Analysis (OSW RIA) Mail 
Survey of hazardous waste management 
activities during 1981 (Ref. 116). 
Information concerning dioxin waste 
quantities, however, was obtained in a 
separate effort (Ref. 67). In most other 
cases, the quantities of wastes land 
disposed reported in the Survey will be 
grouped according to the description of 
their characteristics also provided in the 
survey responses. In addition, EPA will 
consider other increases in capacity 
demand generated by emergency and 
remedial responses. EPA also will 
include, to the extent possible, the 
impact of other final rulemakings, such 
as the regulation of small quantity 
generators, that have occurred since 
EPA's capacity data were collected. 

Under section 3005{j)(11)(B) of RCRA, 
certain treatment surface impoundments 
are exempted from the land disposal 
restrictions. Waste currently placed in 
exempted surface impoundments does 
not require alternative capacity. 
Therefore, the Agency is not including 
the quantity of waste placed in these 
units annually in its calculation of 
capacity requirements. Treatment 
residuals that under section 
3005(j)(11)(B) must be removed from 
exempted surface impoundments do 
require alternative capacity and will be 
considered in the analysis. 

EPA may set different ban effective 
dates for different waste groups 
depending upon the capacity available 
to handle each waste group. It will be 
possible, for example, to have one 
effective date for sludges that require 
incineration and another effective date 
for recoverable liquids within the same 
waste code based on the availability of 
incinerator and recovery processes, 
respectively. This approach is consistent 
with congressional intent that 
prohibitions become effective 
immediately whenever possible. 

In some cases, the same technology 
will apply to several waste groups that 
must be regulated in the same 
rulemaking. For instance, incineration is 
the applicable technology for both 
sludges and solids that contain high 
concentrations of solvents (i.e., organic 
sludges and solids) and sludges and 
solids that contain lower levels of 
solvents (i.e., inorganic sludges and 
solids). However, total capacity for 


\ 


incinerators may be insufficient to treat 
both of these groups of wastes. 

One option is to extend the ban 
effective date for both organic sludges 
and solids that require incineration and 
inorganic sludges and solids that 
contain lesser solvent concentrations 
and that require this incineration. 
However, available incinerator capacity 
would not be utilized under this 
approach, since all of these wastes 


_ could continue to be land disposed 


during a variance. This approach maybe 
viewed as inconsistent with the intent of 
Congress to ban wastes as soon as 
possible. 

The Agency believes that a better 
approach is to subdivide the waste 
groups and utilize all available 
treatment capacity on specific 
subgroups in order to implement bans as 
quickly as possible. Under this 
approach, as much waste as possible 
would be banned immediately. One 
option under consideration is to 
prioritize the wastes to be banned by 
considering relative toxicity, as 
represented by concentration. Thus, in 
the example given above, the ban on 
land disposal of organic sludges and 
solids containing solvents would be 
effective immediately and a variance 
granted for inorganic sludges and solids 
containing solvents. EPA solicits 
comment on this method of prioritizing 
treatment capacity among different 
hazardous wastes. 


5. Definition of Available Capacity 


The Agency will consider both current 
on-line facilities and planned facilities 
that will be completed by the ban 
effective date, as available capacity. 
On-line facilities are facilities that have 
been approved to operate and accept 
pertinent wastes under current 
regulations by applicable Federal, State, 
and local agencies. Facilities operating 
under RCRA interim status meet these 
criteria, and therefore will be included 
in the capacity determination. Current 
facilities are facilities that are on-line at 
the time of the capacity analysis. These 
facilities include both off-site and on- 
site facilities, as well as stationary and 
mobile facilities. Planned facilities are 
facilities that are projected, under 
development, or under construction. 
Planned facilities include both new 
commercial and on-site treatment, 
recovery, or disposal facilities. They 
also include planned capacity additions 
or expansions to current facilities 
undertaken by the owner/operator to 
accommodate increased demands or 
because the existing process is used to 
its total capacity. 

The planned facility or capacity 
expansion will be considered available 
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if it is EPA's judgment that, by the time 
the ban goes into effect, the capacity 
will be on-line. In order to predict if the 
capacity will be on-line in time, EPA 
will consider the time the facility will 
require to be completed, including 
reasonable estimates of time to site, to 
obtain permits, to construct, and to test. 
In most cases, EPA will consider the 
capacity of planned facilities only if all 
permits required for construction have . 
been approved and if there is sufficient 
additional evidence of intent to build, 
such as contracts. issued for 
construction. 

As explained in Unit III.E.4, EPA will 
account for treatment surface 
impoundments exempted from the land 
disposal restrictions under RCRA 
section 3005(j)(11)(B) by not including in 
the calculation of capacity demand, 
wastes currently placed in such units. 
Because it has no information to the 
contrary, EPA is assuming that all 
exempted surface impoundments that 
are currently on-line are used to 
capacity. Thus, for the purpose of this 
proposal, these units will not be 
considered available, unused capacity. 
Any new or planned treatment surface 
impoundments will be considered 
alternative treatment capacity if they 
will be on-line by the pertinent ban 
effective date, and if they will meet the 
requirements of RCRA section 
3005(j)(11)(B). 


6. Definition of Alternative Treatment 
Capacity 


RCRA section 3004(h)(2) states that a 
variance from the effective date of a 
land disposal ban “shall be established 
on the basis of the earliest date on 
which adequate alternative treatment, 
recovery, or disposal capacity which 
protects human health and the 
environment will be available.” 

Available treatment technologies (i.e., 
those found to present less risks than 
land disposal) that can achieve the 
screening concentration levels 
established by EPA are, by definition, 
protective of human health and the 
environment. Such treatment 
technolcgies will be considered in 
determining whether adequate 
alternative treatment capacity exists. If 
the capacity of these protective 
treatment technologies, coupled with 
protective disposal and recovery 
capacity, is insufficient to accommodate 
the banned waste, EPA will exercise its 
discretionary authority not to extend the 
effective date if the capacity of the 
protective technologies, together with 
the capacity of technologies that meet 
technology-based section 3004(m) 
standards, is adequate to address the 
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restricted wastes. As discussed in Unit 
Ill. B, EPA believes that this approach is 
fully consistent with congressional 
intent, ; : 
Treatment methods that are not 
identified as BDAT for the waste group 
being considered also will be included 
in the capacity determination, as long as 
EPA judges that the method can achieve 
the treatment standards for some of the 
wastes in question and will pose less 
risk than land disposal. These methods 
are still available to treat such 
hazardous waste. EPA believes that this 
approach is consistent with the 
congressional intent to ban hazardous 
wastes from land disposal at the earliest 
possible date, as discussed earlier. 


7. Definition of Alternative Recovery 
and Disposal Capacity 


In general, the Agency will consider 
the capacity of all on-line recovery and 
disposal facilities that are protective of 
human health and the environment in 
assessing available capacity. Planned 
facilities, including expansion of 
existing facilities, also will be 
considered where appropriate. On-line 
facilities are defined as those facilities 
that have received approval from 
applicable State, local, and Federal 
agencies to operate a recovery or 
disposal facility for the waste in 
question or for a similar waste. 

However, alternative land disposal 
methods (e.g., deep well injection) will 
not be considered as available capacity 
for banned waste unless EPA has 
determined that such methods of 
disposal are protective for the waste in 
question. This question will arise 
frequently in the context of assessing 
underground injection as alternative 
capacity. RCRA section 3004(f) allows 
the Agency until August 1988 to study 
the disposal by deep well injection of 
solvents, dioxins, and California List 
wastes and to promulgate any necessary 
regulations banning these wastes from 
deep well injection. This deadline 
occurs after the mandated deadlines for 
ban decisions concerning disposal of 
these wastes by other land disposal 
methods. For wastes scheduled for later 
banning, the Agency will make 
decisions to ban from deep well 
injection concurrently with decisions to 
ban from other land disposal metheds. 
Accordingly, in evaluating the capacity 
of alternative protective disposal 
methods for these wastes prior to a 
decsion under section 3004(f), EPA will 
not consider underground injection to be 
available disposal capacity, or since the 
Agency will not have determined 
whether the injection of such wastes is 
protective. 


EPA is considering recycling methods 
in the comparative risk assessment (see 
Unit III.C), and recycling methods that 
EPA judges are riskier than land 
disposal methods will not be considered 
available capacity. Those recycling © 
methods not evaluated in the 
comparative risk assessment, such as 
use of waste as fuel, are either currently 
regulated, or will be regulated under 
other Agency regulatory efforts. EPA 
believes this will assure that these 
technologies are less risky than land 
disposal. 

In the past, many recycling facilities 
were not subject to regulation under 
RCRA. Recent modifications to the 40 
CFR 261.2 regulations defining a solid 
waste, published in the Federal Register 
of January 4, 1984, (50 FR 617), will bring 
many recycling facilities under RCRA 
regulatory control. Because most of EPA 
data were obtained prior to this change, 
and beeause available data pertain to 
RCRA-regulated facilities alone, 
information about recycling facilities is 
incomplete. EPA is actively collecting 
data concerning the applicability and 
capacity of existing recycling facilities, 
and solicits comment and. information 
concerning these facilities. 


8. Calculation of Capacity — 


EPA will calculate the annual unused 
or surplus capacity of alternative 
treatment, recovery, and disposal 
facilities that are used nationwide to 
manage wastes restricted from land 
disposal. This nationwide capacity 
(capacity supply) will then be compared 
with quantities of banned waste 
generated annually nationwide 
(capacity demand). 

Surplus capacity will be expressed as 
throughput capacity. Since data on 
unused throughput may be difficult to 
obtain in some instances, EPA may need 
to use other available information, such 
as the difference between practical 
maximum design capacity and the 
capacity currently utilized, to calculate 
capacity. Practical maximum design 
capacity may need to be estimated from 
theoretical maximum design capacity. 
Frequently, treatment and recovery 
technologies consist of a series of unit 
processes. Treatment systems for 
specific constituents will be considered 
as a whole when determining capacity. 
However, it is possible for more than 
one treatment system to be present at 
one location. 

In this rulemaking, capacity estimates 
will be based on the OSW RIA Mail 
Survey. However, the Agency is 
currently developing a new survey of 
commercial and private treatment 
facilities. EPA will use the results of this 
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survey when they become available to 
calculate capacity. 

As discussed earlier, EPA will 
consider both current surplus capacity 
and planned capacity when calculating 
surplus capacity. 

a. Current surplus capacity. Current 
surplus capacity is defined as present 
capacity which is not being utilized. 
Surplus capacity can be any of the 
following: 

(i) Commercially available. 

(ii) Private and can be used to process 
additional waste produced by the 
owner. 

(iii) Private and the owner will be 
willing and able to accept wastes from 
other generators. 

EPA will assume that commercial 
facilities are willing to accept wastes 
that they are capable of treating. In 
cases where commercial capacity is 
inadequate, EPA will consider the 
likelihood that available private 
capacity not needed to process 
additional waste produced by the owner 
will be converted to commercial 
capacity, ard will try to estimate the 


_ volume of wastes generated by others 


that private facilities are willing to 
accept. In some cases, the Agency's 
calculation of commercial capacity 
already includes the surplus capacity 
located at private facilities that accept 
some waste commercially. EPA solicits 
comment from owners of private 
facilities as to whether they will accept 
wastes commercially in the future and 
whether they will use their current 
surplus capacity to treat their own 
banned wastes. 

b. Planned capacity. If EPA finds that 
current capacity is insufficient for a 
particular waste, it will evaluate the 
potential for the development of planned 
facilities and capacity by the statutory 
ban effective date. Planned capacity will 
also be considered in determining the 
length of a variance, if necessary (see 
Unit IILE.9). EPA will also consider 
planned capacity of emerging treatment 
technologies (as defined in Unit II1.B) if 
treatment standards are based on these 
technologies or if these technologies can 
be expected to achieve health-based 
levels. Planned facilities and capacity 
will be considered available only if EPA 
determines that, by the time the ban 
goes into effect, the facility will (1) be 
on-line, and (2) meet the screening level 
(or a technology based treatment 
standard if no demonstrated technology 
meets the screening level.) 


9. Time to Develop Capacity and Length 
of Variance ' 


According to RCRA section 3004(h)(2), 
if the Agency determines that sufficient 
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capacity currently exists, or if the 
necessary additional capacity can be 
developed by the time the mandated 
ban date for each waste (e.g.. November 
1986 for dioxin and solvent wastes}, the 
tan will go into effect on that date. If 
not, a variance of up to 2 years may be 
granted at the same time that the final 
rule is ted. 

The length of the variance will depend 
on the time required to provide 
alternative capacity that meets the 
criteria described above. To determine 
the time needed to develop additional 
capacity, EPA will consider several 
factors, including the time required to 
finance, site, permit, design, construct, 
obtain equipment, and test {Ref. 64). The 
approach to determining if emerging 
facilities will be available for the 
purpose of setting treatment standards 
will also apply to capacity 
determinations. If EPA judges that cost 
to develop a new technology or to 
retrofit or expand an on-line facility is 
prohibitively high, it may determine that 
further development will not occur, and 
that capacity will not be available on 
time. Whether costs are prohibitively 
high will be a case-by-case 
determination. 

The Agency has considered whether 
amendment to §270.72 is necessary to 
allow the treatment processs 
expansions, additions, or alterations 
that will result as hazardous waste 
management facilities adjust to today’s 
regulatory proposal. It appears that most 
expansions of treatment capacity in 
responsé to land disposal restrictions 
can be made without changing any 
provisions of § 270.72. Comments are 
requested on this conclusion by the 
Agency. 

F. Case-by-Case Extensions 
1. Introduction 


According te RCRA section 3004(h)(3), 
any person who generates or manages a 
hazardous waste restricted from land 
disposal may submit an application to 
the Administrator for an extension of 
the effective date of the restriction. The 
statute provides that the applicant must 
demonstrate that he has entered into a 
binding contract to construct or 
otherwise provide alternative treatment, 
recovery {recycling}, or disposal 
capacity that protects human health and 
the environment. The applicant must 
also demonstrate that, due to 
circumstances beyond his control, such 
alternative capacity cannot reasonably 
be made available by the applicable 
effective date. 

The legislative history provides that 
EPA should use the case 
extension “sparingly and only in cases 


of extraordinary nature.” (S. Rep. No. 
98-284, 98th Cong., ist sess. 19 (1983)}. 
The legislative history further states that 
“a generating industry” should not “be 
allowed to continue to have its wastes 
disposed of in an otherwise prohibited 
manner solely by binding itself to using 
a facility which has not been 
constructed” and that “when an 
‘alternative technology’ facility is 
operating at less than maximum 
capacity, the Administrator should 
determine that alternative capacity is 
available whether or not an individual 
company applying for an extension is 
constructing its own alternative 
facility.” (S. Rep. No. 98-284, 98th Cong., 
1st sess. 19 (1983)). According to the 


' legislative history, “in such cases the 


company should be required to use the 
available alternative capacity until such 
time as its own capacity has been 
constructed and permitted.” 

During an extension, a successful 
applicant is exempted from the land 
disposal restrictions, including the 
conditional prohibition on storage under 
§ 268.50. However, if he chooses to 
dispose of his waste in a surface 
impoundment or landfill, he must 
comply with minimum technological 
requirements under § 268.4(i). 

The proposed criteria for obtaining a 
case-by-case extension as required 
under § 268.4 are described below. 


2. Receipt of Application 


Both generators and. treatment, 
storage, and disposal (TSD} facility 
owners or operators are eligible to apply 
for a case-by-case extension, and they 
may apply independently or together. 
RCRA section 3004(h){3} authorizes the 
Agency to grant the extensions to any 
person who can make the demonstration 
described below. In order for generators 
and TSD facilities applying for the 
extension to have a continuous means to 
dispose of their wastes if alternative 
capacity is not available, they must be 
able to obtain an extension that will 
become effective on the same date as 
the land disposal ban. Therefore, should 
the Agency propose an immediate ban 
effective date (i.e., no variance under 
section 3004{h)f2}), it will accept 
applications for case-by-case extensions 
as soon as the proposed rule is 
published. 

Applications should be submitted at 
least 6 months before the ban effective 
date to provide a reasonable 
opportunity for EPA to process them 
before the ban becomes effective. For 
example, extension applications for all 
bans proposed today become effective 
November 1986 should be submitted by 
May 1986. The Agency will accept 
applications after this deadline, but it 
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may not be able to process them by the 
ban effective date. 

If the Agency proposes and 
promulgates a variance pursuant to 
section 3004(h){2), applicants for a case- 
by-case extension will be able to make 
use of the duration of the variance 
(variances can be granted for up to 2 
years) to develop the case-by-case 
extension request. Note that such a 
request may be granted only if sufficient 
capacity has not developed during the 
variance period established under 
section 3004{h){2). 

Once the effective date of a land 
disposal restriction decision has passed, 
EPA will entertain requests for a case- 
by-case extension under certain limited 
conditions. First, EPA could elect to 
make a restriction immediately effective 
{i.e., not grant a variance under section 
3004(h)(2}} even though it determines 
that nationwide capacity does not exist. 
It is not expected that the Agency will 
invoke this option frequently. However, 
there may be situations im which the 
shortfall in capacity is minor, and the 
Agency may determine that the-most 
environmentally protective approach is 
to grant case-by-case extensions te a 
few applicants rather than grant a 
national variance to all generators and 
disposers of the waste in question. n 
such a case, applicants may need to 
apply for a case-by-case extension after 
the restrictions have become effective. 

Second, there may be situations in 
which necessary capacity has not 
developed by the end of the variance 
period granted under section 3004{h){2). 
Although in such a case an applicant 
will often have had time to develop a 
case-by-case extension application, 
there may be some cases in which such 
an application is tendered afterthe ~ 
variance period has ended and the 


* restriction has taken effect. 


Lastly, capacity that was available 
when the ban became effective may 
become unavailable. For instance, a 
major commercial treatment facility may 
stop operating, which could result in 
insufficient national capacity for its 
former clients. 

In the above and similar cases, EPA 
will entertain requests for case-by-case 
extensions after the effective date of a 
restriction decision. However, as noted 
earlier, consideration of such requests is 
subject to certain conditions. First, 
submission of an application for case- 
by-case extension will not affect the 
applicability of a restriction decision to 
the waste in question unless and until 
an extension is granted. 

In addition, EPA is proposing te 
impose @ limit on the period of time after 
a restriction effective data during which 
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a case-by-case extension will 
considered. EPA believes that Congress 
intended the variance and extension 
provisions of section 3004(h) to 
encourage the development of safe - 
alternatives to land disposal. Since 48 
months (i.e., the maximum 2-year 
variance under section 3004(h)(2) plus 
the maximum 2-year case-by-case 
extension under section 3004(h)(3)) is 
the longest delay in implementing the 
restrictions that Congress appeared to 
contemplate, EPA believes that it is 
appropriate to adopt this timeframe as 
an outside limit for the consideration of 
extension requests. The timeframe 
during which the Agency will allow 

extensions to occur, therefore, will be 48 
months after the ban effective dates if 
no variance is granted. Should EPA 
grant a variance to the ban effective 
date, this 48 months will decrease by the 
duration of the variance. For instance, if 
a 2-year variance is granted, all 
extensions must terminate 2-years from 
the ban effective date. As a practical 
matter, this means that the duration of 
the extensions (starting with a maximum 
extension of 1 year with a 1-year 
renewal) will become shorter as more 
time elapses between the scheduled 
effective date and the date of the 
extension application. No extensions 
would be granted to exceed the 
statutory maximum of 2 years. 


3. Length of the Case-by-Case Extension 


Section 3004(h)(3) specifies that the 
Agency may grant the first extension for 
up to 1 year. However, an extension of 
less than 1 year will be granted if, in 
EPA's judgment, less than 1 year is 
required to provide the needed capacity. 
If the development of capacity will take 
over 1 year, the Agency will consider a 
time period of over 1 year for planning 
purposes. However, in order to comply 
with section 3004(h)(3), the extension 


must be officially renewed after the end - 


of the first year. 

The length of the initial extension will 
depend on the time required to provide 
capacity. The applicant must submit a 
proposed schedule for obtaining 
required operating permits and for 
completing his facility under 
§ 268.4({a)(5). EPA will compare this 
schedule with available information 
concerning the time to complete the type 
of facility in question. The schedule will 
also include interim milestones, where 
appropriate, which represent significant 
events that need to be accomplished. 
This information will allow EPA to 
evaluate a successful applicant's 
progress toward developing capacity. 
The renewal of the extension for all or 
part of the second year will be 
contingent upon demonstating a good- 


faith effort to meet the completion 
schedule (see Unit III.F.8). 


4. Demonstrations Included in 
Applications 


a. Demonstration that alternative 
capacity is unavailable. The applicant 
will have to provide evidence that 
sufficient capacity for alternative 
treatment, recovery, or disposal 
technologies does not exist for the waste 
under § 268:4(a)(3). The application must 


. include the quantity of waste for which 


capacity is lacking and sufficient 
information on the characteristics of the 
waste to determine which alternative 
treatment, recovery and disposal 
technologies apply. If the applicant is 
stating that his waste cannot be treated 
by available treatment methods, he must 
submit information, such as descriptions 
of interfering waste characteristics and 
waste treatment data, that support this 
claim. 

To show capacity is unavailable, the 
applicant must demonstrate that he has 
made a good-faith effort to locate and 
contract with appropriate treatment, 
recovery, and disposal facilities 
nationwide, but that no facility will 
accept his waste. Documentation of the 
latter may include copies of 
correspondence with commercial 
facilities. Resources are available to 
assist applicants in locating applicable 
waste management facilities. EPA's 
Hazardous Waste Treatment Directory 
(Volume II, 1985) lists commercial 
treatment and recycling facilities and 
provides addresses, phone numbers, and 
information on services provided and 
wastes accepted. The EPA Directory 
also provides lists of State contacts and 
professional and trade organizations 
which may be helpful in identifying 
pertinent facilities. Several other 
commercial directories are also 
published. EPA will use the information 
from these directories and other sources 
to determine if the applicant has made a 
good-faith effort to investigate all 
possible sources of capacity. 

b. Demonstration that sufficient 
capacity is being provided. The Agency 
will require under § 268.4(a)(4) that the 
applicant provide sufficient information 
(e.g., waste quantities and design data) 
to demonstrate that, after the extension, 
sufficient alternative capacity will exist 
for the waste that is the subject of the 
application. EPA does not believe that 
an extension should be granted if the 
applicant is not providing full capacity 
for the waste. The applicant may also 
demonstrate that he is changing his 
manufacturing process so as to 
eliminate the waste generated or to 
decrease its volume. In cases where a 
waste cannot be treated by existing 
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methods, elimination of the waste may 
include efforts to change waste 
characteristics through process 
modifications to allow treatment. If 
waste minimization is occurring, either 
the entire quantity of waste which 
would be subject to the extension must 
be addressed through this practice, or 
any waste not eliminated must be tied to 
specific treatment capacity. _ 

c. Demonstration that lack of capacity 
is “beyond the control” of the applicant. 
According to the statute, applicants for 
a case-by-case extension will have to 
demonstrate that the reasons they 
cannot provide capacity by the effective 
date of the ban were beyond their 
control. For instance, if permitting or 
other licensing delays are the reason 
why the applicant cannot develop 
capacity, the applicant must show that 
he submitted the permit and other 
licensing applications in a timely 
fashion, but that the permits were not 
awarded in time to provide capacity by 
the date of the ban. The applicant may 
also show that, through no fault of his 
own, the development of capacity was 
stalled by problems concerning, but not 
limited to the following: design, testing, 
construction, financing, equipment, or 
supplies. 

d. Demonstration of binding 
contractual commitment. An applicant 
must show a binding contractual 
commitment to provide alternative 
capacity under § 268.4(a)(1). The 
applicant must contract directly with the 
person or organization that is to provide 
alternative treatment, recovery, or 
disposal capacity. The contract should 
stipulate that a penalty be assessed by 
the applicant's contractor. if the contract 
is canceled. The size of this penalty will 
have to be sufficiently large to 
discourage strongly applicants who 
have no intention of providing capacity. 
EPA solicits comment on the 
determination of the size of a penalty for 
cancellation that should be required. 

e. Waste management and capacity 
during extension. The application must 
describe the way in which the subject 
waste will be managed during an 
extension under § 268.4(a)(6). This 
showing must include the location of all 
off-site waste management facilities. © 
This information is needed to identify 
the States affected by the extension. The 
applicant must certify that any surface 
impoundment or landfill in which the 
waste is managed during the extension 
meets the minimum technological 
requirements referenced in § 268.4(i). 
This provision does not allow waste 
subject to an extension to be managed 
in surface impoundments or landfills 
exempt from double liner requirements 
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under RCRA section 3005{j) or managed 
in any existing portion that does not 
meet the new technical requirements 
referenced in § 268.4({i). All facilities in 
which the waste is managed must meet 
all applicable RCRA requirements. 

The applicant must also demonstrate 
under § 268.4{a) (6) that sufficient 
capacity will exist during the extension 
to store, dispose, or otherwise manage 
the waste. The Agency, having limited 
resources for the review of applications, 
must assure that these resources are 
used to process applications where the 
applicant has already arranged for 
waste management during an extension. 
This will eliminate the need to reconsult 
with affected States {see Unit IILF.5 
below) due to changes in an applicant's 
plans. 

f. Certification of application. All 


applicants must certify, under penalty of - 


law, that all of the information provided 
to the Agency is accurate under 
§ 268.4(b). 


5. Consultation With Affected States 


Based on the information provided on 
management of a waste during an 
extension, the Agency will notify and 
consult with appropriate agencies in all 
States it judges may be affected by a 
specific extension. This action is 
required by section 3004{h)}(3} of RCRA. 


6. Notice of Initial Determination 


The Agency will notify the applicant 
of its initial determination as to 
approval or denial of the case-by-case 
extension. Initial determination of each 
case-by-case extension will be 
published in the Federal Register and 
comment solicited on these 
determinations. 


7. Granting of Extension Approval 


If EPA grants an extension of the ban 
effective date based on an assessment 
of all of the information provided by 
applicants and by others during the 
comment period, it will provide the 
successful applicant with a written 
notice of the extension. This notice will 
describe the manufacturing process(es) 
that are the source(s) of the waste 
subject to the extension, the volume of 
such wastes, the disposal facilities in 
which the waste will be managed during 
the extension period. 

Because waste identical to waste 
granted an extension is otherwise 
prohibited from land disposal when it is 
generated by someone other than the 
applicant, it is important that the site of 

_land disposal of the waste granted an 
extension be documented. The Agency 
is requiring under § 268.4(e} that the 
successful applicant retain the approval 
notice in his operating record during the 


period of the extension and for at least 3 
years after the extension expires. In 
addition, the applicant must provide a 
copy of the notice to any land disposal 
facility identified in the approval notice 
before to the first shipment of waste 
granted an extension is sent to the 
facility. 

The owner or operator of the land 
disposal facility must also retain a copy 
of the notice in his operating record 
during the period of the extension and 
for at least 3 years thereafter. 


8. Progress Reports and Revoking the 
Extension 


The Agency will monitor the progress 
achieved by the successful applicant in 
meeting the completion schedule 
submitted in the application. The 
applicant must submit progress reports 
at intervals designated by EPA under 
§ 268.4{h). Such reports must describe 
the overall progress made toward 
obtaining required permits and 
constructing or otherwise providing 
alternative treatment, recovery or 
disposal capacity. The report must also 
identify any event which may cause or 
has caused a delay in the development 
of capacity, and summarize the steps 
taken to mitigate the delay. EPA can 
revoke thé extension at any time if the 
successful applicant does not make a 
goodfaith effort to meet the completion 
schedule. 

The recipient of an extension must 
also notify the Agency as soon as he has 
knowledge of any changes in the 
conditions certified in the extension 
application. Such changes include any 
proposed change in the site of treatment 
or land disposal, and any significant 
proposed change (e.g., volume or 
characteristics) to the waste subject to 
the extension. Any such planned 
modifications to the conditions may 
subject the applicant to a re-evaluation 
of his extension, and possible 
revocation. 


G. Proposed Procedures To Evaluate 
Petitions Land Disposal To 
Be Protective Of Human Health and the 
Environment , 


1. Introduction 


As noted in Unit ILA, a hazardous 
waste referred to by section 3004 (d), {e), 
or (g) is banned from land disposal 
unless EPA determines that one or more 
methods of land disposal of such waste 
is protective of human health and the 
environment. The Administrator is 
authorized to find that land disposal of a 
particular waste will be protective of 
human health and the environment if an 
interested person demonstrates, to a 
reasonable degree of certainty, that 
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there will be no migration of hazardous 
constituents from the land disposal unit 
or injection zone for as long as the 
wastes remain hazardous (42 U.S.C. 
6924, RCRA section 3004 ((d)(1), fe){2), 
and (g)(5}). This demonstration is 

in the form of a petition to the EPA 
Regional Administrator or authorized 
State program director. A petition may 
be submitted by any interested person, 
including any generator of a hazardous 
waste or any owner or operator of a 
land disposal unit {as defined in RCRA 
section 3004(k)). A petition may be 
submitted to the Agency at any time 
prior to the effective date of the ban, or 
at any time after the ban becomes 
effective. 

The statutory requirement for an 
application by an interested person is 
intended to place the burden on the 
applicant to prove that a specified waste 
can be contained safely in a,particular 
type of disposal unit or injection zone. 
The nature of the facility and the waste 
must assure that migration of hazardous 
constituents will not occur while the 
wastes still retain their hazardous 
characteristics and present a potential 
threat to human health and the 
environment. This demonstration can be 
made either for a particular facility by 
an individual applicant, or for a class of 
facilities with like natural hydrogeologic 
conditions. The Agency believes, 
however, that an adequate petition 
demonstration for a class of facilities 
with like natural hydrogeologic 
conditions may be technically 
complicated depending on site- and 
waste-specific characteristics. The 
Agency requests comments on the 
feasibility of such a demonstration and 
is interested in specific examples of 
classes of facilities that are in like 
natural hydrogeologic conditions. 

If the Agency grants a petiton, the 
subject waste may be managed in that 
land disposal unit as long as the unit is 
in compliance with all applicable 
requirements. The granting of a petition 
does not relieve the owner or operator 
of the land disposal unit from any 
obligation to comply with applicable 
technical standards (e.g., the 
requirements to install a double liner 
system in the case of certain landfills 
and surface impoundments). 

The standard to be applied in 
determining whether a petition will be 
granted is whether there has been a 
demonstration, to a reasonable degree 
of certainty, that there will be no 
migration of hazardous constituents 


from the disposal unit or injection zone 


for as long as the wastes remain 
hazardous. 
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The Agency interprets this statutory 


standard to mean that a variance can be 
granted only in cases where it is shown 
that any migration that does occur from 
the disposal unit will be at 
concentrations that do not pose a threat 
to human health or the environment. 


This interpretation is supported by the 


statutory language itself and by the 
legislative history. The statute provides - 
that there will be “no a of 
hazardous constituents . 


implying that some migration would be 
allowed as long as the standard set by 
the latter phrase is not violated. The 
legislative history sheds some light on 
the intended construction of these terms. 
It notes that “{t}he administrator is 
required to find that the nature of the 
facility and the waste will aSsure that 
migration of the wastes will not occur 
while the wastes still retain their 
hazardous characteristics in such a way 
that would present any threat to human 
health and the environment” (Senate 
i No. 98-284 at page 15). 

, 4 petition could be granted 
f it is shown that the hazardous 
constituents that migrate beyond the 
unit ate at concentration levels that 
would net pose a threat to human health 
and the enviranment. The approach 
outlined teday is founded upon this 
interpretation. 

The Agency believes that, ultimately, 
petition review is properly a function of 
the permit review process, and should, 
therefore, be the responsibility of the 
permit writer in authorized States, or the 
regional EPA office (RO) for other States 
not fully authorized to manage a RCRA 
Subtitle C program. However, EPA 
headquarters may be involved in 
petition review to resolve any 
significant policy or technical issues that 
may arise in.a manner that ensures 
consistency across all States and 
regions. Responsibility will eventually 
be delegated to authorized States at 
such time that each State has received 
final authorization, and has an 
acceptable petition review program in 
place. In addition, EPA headquarters or 
the ROs will be responsible for issuing a 
notice for publication in the Federal 
Register with an explanation of the 
basis for determining that a method of 
land disposal is protective of human 
health and the environment, as required 
by section 3004{i). Where individual 
States are authorized for petition 
review, a notice will be published in a 
manner that constitutes legal notice 
under State law. 

If a permit has not already been 
issued, the Agency believes that the 
petition review will normally be 


undertaken in the context of the full 
technical review of the Part B permit 
application, since disposal unit, waste, 
and site information critical for petition 
review is, to.a large extent, the same or 
consistent with permit application 
information requirements, The Agency 
believes that parallel review of a permit 
application and a petition application is 
the most efficient use of Agency 
resources and will ensure complete and 
consistent review of all information 
regarding the disposal unit and its 
operations. The Agency has not, 
however, decided if petition approval 
should be contingent upon formal permit 
issuance. The Agency requests 
comments on an appreach that would 
allow approval of a petition to a facility 
operation under interim status, and on 
an alternative approach that would 
make petition review contingent upon 
permit issuance including the 
opportunity for public participation. In 
addition, the Agency requests comment 
on the extent of public notice and 
opportunity for public comment to be 
provided prior to final decision on a 
petition. 

As a matter of policy, the Agency is 
proposing that the receipt of a petition 
by the Agency or authorized State is not 
considered to be a basis for delaying the 
effective date of any prohibition on land 
disposal of a specific waste. The Agency 
expects that the preparation of a 
petition, and adequate review, 2re 
processes that are likely to consume a 
number of months. During this period of 
time, the petition applicant will be 
required to comply with all restrictions 
on land disposal, once the effective date 
of such restrictions has been reached. 

However, the statute allows an 
extension of the ban effective date if it 
is shown, inéer alia, that the applicant 
for the extension has contracted to 
provide alternate treatment, recovery or 
disposal capacity {including land 
disposal capacity) that is protective of 
human health and the environment 
(Section 3004{h}{3)). The Agency solicits 
comment on whether a contract to 
dispose of waste in a unit for which a 
petition decision is pending constitutes a 
contract to provide protective disposal 
capacity. Must a favorable decision 
have been reached on the petition 
before the subject unit is considered 
protective, or may the unit subject to the 
pending petition be deemed protective 
before the petition decision is made? 

The Agency will make every effort to_ 
review petitions in as timely a manner 
as possible. The Agency will establish a 
protocol for reviewing and evaluating 
petitions. The protocol will be designed 
to identify clearly deficient petitions as 


early as possible so as to conserve the 
resources of the petitioner and the 
Agency. This — be accomplished by 
early meetings with petitioners. The 
protocol sil will be as specific as possible 
in order to alert the prospective 
petitioner as to the nature and scope of 
the data and analysis requirements, 
rather than continuously requiring 
additional data submittals or analyses 
through notices of deficiency. The most 
important aspect of the protocol will be 
in defining the types of data and 
analyses needed for a petition 
demonstration. The Agency believes 
that it is clearly in the best interests of 
the regulated community and the 
Agency to devote the Agency's limited 
resources to the review and evaluation 
of well-documented petitions, rather 
than devoting these resources to 
reviewing and rejecting numerous non- 
meritorious petitions. 

The evaluation of land disposal 
petitions could be a complex task 
involving substantial data collection and 
analyses. The intention of the Agency in 
developing the protocol is to minimize 
the effort and resources required for a 
petition demonstration. A site-specific 
methodology can, by virtue of its 
specificity, be expensive and time 
consuming to implement when assessing 
the risks presented by land disposal of 
hazardous waste. The Agency is 
developing a protocol with a tiered 
approach to the risk assessment process 
required in the petition demonstration in 
order to expedite the decisionmaking 
process. 

The first tier of the protocol starts 
with a set of critical screening factors 
that would direct a potential petitioner 
to the appropriate level of sophistication 
for the demonstration. It has also been 
designed to suggest which petitions 
should be rejected outright. An example 
of an outright rejection criterion would 
be the failure to submit an analysis 
documenting the validity of a fate and 
transport model, other than the 
unmodified version of the Screening/ 
Treatment Standard models, to be.used 
in evaluating the site- and waste- 
specific scenario. Failure to meet these 
critical factors may be cause for an 
outright rejection of a petition. 

Tier one may also include screening 
factors that identify sites for which the 
Agency does not believe that the 
Screening Level Standard models, or 
similar simplified models, are 
appropriate. If a petition concerns a site 
without these characteristics, the 
Agency will accept petitions based on 
simplified models such as the 
Screening/Treatment Standard models. 
The Agency will refer to this as a “tier 
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two” demonstration. If a site has 
characteristics that indicate thai a tier- 
two demonstration will not be 
appropriately conservative, then a more 
complex “tier three” demonstration will 
be required for a successful petition. The 
Agency would like commenters to 
identify characteristics that would make 
the Tier 2 demonstration inappropriate. 
The Agency will consider requiring that 
petitions for such sites be based on 
demonstrations with more complex fate 
and transport models appropriate to the 
tier-three level of sophistication. 

In the second tier, a petitioner could 
base the demonstration on the results of 
inputting site-specific data in the models 
used to develop screening levels. The 
petitioner would be required to use site- 
specific data or conservative 
assumptions in lieu of all data points 
included in the monte carlo analysis 
used to establish screening levels. The 
petitioner will also have the option of 
using other simple fate and transport 
models as they are appropriate to the 
site- and waste-specific scenario. 

A simplified model is one that 
accounts for only the most important 
physical phenomena. It is important to 
understand that the use of simplified 
models will only be acceptable if 
assumptions that account for 
phenomena not modeled or not taken 
into account are reasonably 
conservative. The uncertainty of the 
representativeness of a simple model 
has to be tempered with sufficiently 
conservative assumptions to ensure that 
the model has sufficient validity to be 
used in the petition decision. The 
petitioner must satisfactorily 
demonstrate the validity of alternative 
simplified models for the site and waste 
considered in the petition. 

The central goal of the second tier is 
to usually allow the petitioner, with 
minimal effort, to determine whether 
concentrations of the hazardous 
constituents in the waste leachate will 
not result in concentrations that exceed 
the established health and 
environmental standards at the point or 
points of potential exposure. (The term 
“point(s) of potential exposure” will be 
defined later in this section.) Thus, the 
second tier centers on the fate and 
transport of the hazardous constituents 
from the disposal unit to the point(s) of 
potential exposure. If the petitioner can 
demonstrate that the established 
screening and environmental based 
standards are not exceeded at the point 
or points of potential exposure, he will 
not be required to perform any analysis 
of the existing or future population that 
may be in proximity of the site. 

There may be situations where waste 
constituent concentrations are in excess 


of the Screening/Treatment Standards, 
but because of unique site-specific 
factors (such as where exposure can be 
demonstrated not to occur), land 
disposal may still be protective of 
human health and the environment. In 
this event, using appropriate data, the 
petitioner may be able to omit the fate 
and transport analysis. 

Petitioners who fail at the second-tier 
level of analysis have the option of 
moving onto the third tier of the 
protocol, which involves more detailed 
site analysis and the use of more 
sophisticated fate and transport models 
to demonstrate that a hazardous 
constituent of a waste will not exceed 
health based standards at the point or 
point(s) of exposure. The use of more 
sophisticated models will naturally 
require collection and use of more site- 
specific data and a greater effort for the 
analysis. The main goal of using more 
sophisticated models is to reduce the 
uncertainty of the results, and, therefore, 
allow the use of more realistic 
assumptions, computational algorithms, 
or actual data in the place of 
conservative assumptions. If the 
petitioner can demonstrate that the 
established screening and 
environmental based standards will not 
be exceeded using a more sophisticated 
third-tier site-specific analysis, the 
petitioner will not be required to 
perform any analysis of future or 
existing population in proximity of the 
site. 

The petitioner will also have the 
option to use any other data or analyses 
in conjunction with fate and transport 
analyses to show that, in the event of an 
exceedance of the screening and 
environmental standards, 
concentrations at the point or points of 
potential exposure will still not 
endanger human health and the 
environment. Using an approach that 
does not rely strictly on fate and 
transport modeling may result in a 
considerably greater effort on the part of 
the petitioner, and also for the Agency 
when reviewing the petition. If the 
petitioner plans to make such a 
demonstration, he will be required to 
consult with the Agency to establish the 
nature and scope of such a 
demonstration prior to submittal. 

The amount of resources committed to 
the development and review of a 
demonstration in the third-tier would 
increase significantly, depending on site- 
and waste-specific factors, as compared 
to a second-tier demonstration. To the 
extent possible, the Agency will provide 
guidance to the petitioner as to what 
level of effort, in terms of data collection 
and/or analysis, will be needed to 
support such a petition. 
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The Agency is preparing a guidance 
document that will provide a detailed 
description of the protocol. The 
document is entitled “Land Disposal Ban 
Variance Guidance Manual.” When the 
draft guidance document is completed, a 
notice of availability of the guidance 


‘will be published in the Federal 


Register. 

As an alternative to the proposed 
approach, the Agency is considering 
limiting the eligibility of interested — 
persons to petition the Agency to those 
generators of banned wastes for which 
no acceptable treatment is available. 
Where acceptable treatment exists and 
is available, the generator of a banned 
waste would be required to treat the 
waste to meet the section 3004(m) 
standards. The Agency believes that 
support for this position may be found in 
the statement of congressional policy 
that “reliance on land disposal should 
be minimized or eliminated”, and that 
“land disposal. . . should be the least 
favored method for managing hazardous 
wastes” (section 1002(b)(7)). The statute 
further points out that Congress seeks to 
protect human health and the 
environment and conserve natural 
resources by “minimizing the generation 
of hazardous waste and the land 
disposal of hazardous waste by 
encouraging process substitution, 
materials recovery, properly conducted 
recycling and reuse, and treatment.” 
(Section 1003(a)(6)) Therefore, the 
Agency is considering a requirement 
that all banned wastes be treated 
wherever adequate treatment 
technology is available. A drawback to 
this alternative approach is that it would 
force waste managers to treat their 
waste even when they can demonstrate 
that continued land disposal at their 
respective site would not endanger 
human health and the environment. The 
Agency is requesting comments on this 
alternative approach, and the 
corresponding limitation on the 
eligibility of an interested person to 
petition the Agency to remove a ban 9n 
the land disposal of an untreated 
hazardous waste. 


2. Performance Standard 


a. “(N)o migration. . . for as long as 
the wastes remain hazardous.” Under 
today’s proposal, as noted above, the 
performance standard of “no migration 
. . . for as long as the wastes remain 
hazardous” can be met if the petitioner 
can demonstrate that, by the time the 
constituent reaches a point of potential 
human exposure, or a sensitive 
environment, it will be at a 
concentration level that does not 
threaten human health or the 
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environment. {See unit 11LD4, for 
discussion of environmental effects.) It 
should be noted that this determination 
of non- sness is generally not 
equivalent to a delisting determination. 

' (See discussion at units 11D 2.b{2) and 
III.D.2.c.) In order to make this 
demonstration, the petitioner may have 
to show that, as a result of the natural 
chemical and physical processes at the 
site, the hazardous constituents are 
immobilized, diluted, or degraded 
between the disposal unit and the point 
or points of potential exposure such that 
human heafth and the environment at 
any point of potential exposure is 
protected. In addition to the fate and 
transport element of the demonstration, 
the petitioner may have to incorporate 
an analysis of future and existing 
population in proximity of the site, and, 
in the case of an exceedance of the 
established RED or a departure from 
10-* for a risk-specific dose, a 
demonstration that human health and 
the environment are protected. 

b. Point of potential exposure. The 
point or points of potential human 
exposure ae 
by-case basis by the petitioner. There 
are several alternative approaches to 
defining the points. in addition, the 
points of potential exposure may differ 
depending upon whether migration via 
air, surface water, or ground water is 
being considered. The following 
discussion focuses primarily on 
migration of hazardous constituents in 
ground water and surface water, and 
only in regard to human exposure. 

One possible approach is to define the 
point of exposure as the point at which. 
the closest drinking water well (or 
surface water used for drinking water 
purposes) is located. This approach 

‘would ensure that any migrating 
hazardous constituents are at 
acceptable concentration levels by the 
time fhey reach the closest existing user. 
However, this approach does not control 
for the possible location of additional 
drinking water wells {or surface water 
uses) closer to the unit at some future 
time. Since the statutory standard 
appears to call for protection of human 
health over the long term, this approach 
does not seem to be acceptable. 

A second approach, which is being 
proposed by the Agency is to designate 
as the exposure point the closest point 
or points at which a use of surface or 
ground water for human consumption 
could be located. Under this approach, 
the petitioner would identify an area 
extending from the limit of the disposal 
unit over which he or she can ensure 
long-term control of water resources. 
The petitioner would demonstrate that 


the controls in place would prevent 
human exposure to hazardeus 
constituents in the ground or surface 
water within this area. The point or 
points of potential exposure would then 
be desi at the edge of this area of 
effective control, and the petitioner 
would be able to make use of the 
attenuative capacity of the surface or 
subsurface area between the edge of the 
disposal unit and the outer edge of the 
area of effective control in developing 
acceptable concentration levels. For this 
approach to be acceptable, the controls 
must be in place for as long as the 
hazardous constituents within the area 
of effective control remain at 
concentrations hazardous to anyone 
potentially exposed to such constituents. 
If the petitioner is unable to establish an 
area of effective control beyond the 
disposal unit, the point of potential 
human exposure would be presumed to 
be at the edge of the disposal unit. 

The Agency is interested in comment 
on the kinds of controls that should be 
considered. Under the law of most 
States, is it possible to include a 
provision in a deed that will ensure that 
all subsequent owners are bound to 
observe the use controls imposed by the 
“ae oe Would it be acceptable, 

to reguire that use be 
limited through local zoning law? What 
about State controls? 

The Agency is also requesting 
comment on a third approach for 
designating — water exposure 


assumed to be at the edge of the waste 
management boundary, unless the 
petitioner demonstiraies that site- 
specific factors justify selection of a 
different point. Petitioners sraneine an 
alternative point as the potential 
exposure point would be required to 
demonstrate that ground water use 


consideration of non-legal parameters 
that influence ground water use, in 
addition to legally enforceable 
restrictions, when designating potential 
exposure points. 

Examples of site-specific factors the 
Agency might consider include: 

(1) Existing local ground water uses; 

(2) Site proximity to existing ground 
water users; 

(3) Expected persistence of ground 
water contaminants; and 

(4) Likelihood of future ground water 
use, considering: 


a. Background aquifer quality; 

b. Potential aquifer yield; 

c. Institutional controls on ground 
water 

d. Availability of public drinking 
water distribution systems; and 

e. Current and expected land use of 
adjacent properties. 
Comments are requested on this 
alternative approach to designating 
potential exposure points. Interested 
parties are also invited to submit, for 
consideration, additional site-specific 
parameters that could be used to 
evaluate the likelihood of future ground 
water use and their views on any of the 
specific factors given above. 

Another approach would be to 
consider the point of exposure to be the 

property boundary. However, EPA has 


| pend heeeiatan tut hORAte 


jurisdiction is limited to dangers 
occurring outside hazardous waste 

management facilities. (See for example, 
45 FR 33184.) Accordingly, EPA does not 


appropriate based on a 
demonstration of effective control. 
The Agency is considering similar 
options for defining the point of 
potential exposure to airborne 
hazardous constituents. The analysis of 
available options is complicated by the 
fact that it is much more difficult to 
control exposure to airborne 
. The Agency would like to 
consider an approach, analogous to that 
outlined previously, under which the 
point of potential exposure would be 
coterminous with the area jn which an 
owner or operator could ensure that 
there would be no exposure to 
hazardous constituents at unacceptable 
levels. However, the Agency believes 
that such an approach would, in fact, 
provide the owner or operator with little 
of the intended flexibility. Because it is 
difficult to limit exposure to airborne 
constituents, EPA expects that, in some 
cases, the point of potential exposure 
would be at the limits of the disposal - 
unit. In other cases, however, the point 
of potential exposure could be 
established at the limits of a waste 
managemeht area that is surrounded by 
security fences, controlled access gates, 
and warning signs. The oa must 
be able to demonstrate that 
security Measures are anaaee in 
preventing access by local residents or 
any employees that are not protected 
from airborne contaminants. EPA is 
requesting comments on whether other 
points of potential exposure to airborne 
emissions may be justified. 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 





1702 


In determining potential exposure to 
airborne hazardous constituents, EPA 
does not propose to limit its 
examination to constituents posing harm 
when inhaled. Thus, in identifying the 
point of potential exposure, EPA might 
consider a situation in which airborne 
inorganic particulates are deposited in 
the soil in concentration that present a 
threat to human health through direct 
exposure (e.g., ingestion) or through 
contamination of underlying drinking 
water or adjacent surface water. EPA 
might also consider a situation in which 
the surface migration of volatile 
constituents causes harm to human 
health as a result of accumulation in 
buildings or other physical structures. 

c. “...{/TJo a reasonable degree of 
certainty. . .". The degree of certainty 
ascribed to the elements of the petition 
demonstration will be largely controlled 
by the waste- and site-specific factors 
-and the analytical limitations of the 
methods employed to characterize those 
factors. The petition demonstration is a 
risk-based process that provides for a 
risk assessment of the waste- and site- 
specific scenario and the opportunity for 
exercising risk management decisions 
on a site-specific level. 

The Agency will balance the 
importance of each element of a 
demonstration and its respective degree 
of uncertainty, while making a risk 
management decision on a petition. The 
major elements of the petition 
demonstration are: 

(1) Exposure potential using fate and 
transport analyses. 

- (2) Existing and future populations 
surrounding a site. 

(3) Toxicological data specific to the 
constituents at a site. 

(4) Leachate concentration of 
hazardous constituents. 

The Agency believes that sources of 
uncertainty for each element cannot be 
eliminated but can be reduced to a 
reasonable degree. The Agency further 
believes that it would not be possible to 
quantify a reasonable degree of 
certainty for all permutations of site- 
specific factors that are likely to occur 
in the petition process. The Agency also 
considers that the major sources of 
uncertainty are probably from those 
elements of the demonstration that 
relate to long-term predictions and are, 
by their nature, not quantifiable. 

Although statistical analysis can be 
an appropriate technique for evaluating 
the quality of the technical data and for 
estimating the probability of the 
occurence of a significant series of 
events that influence potential 
migration, the Agency believes that the 
“reasonable degree of certainty” 


concept cannot be defined by a 
statistical procedure. 

The Agency has, therefore, chosen to 
prescribe certain methods to be used by 
the petitioner to ensure reasonably high 
quality data and analyses, and, thereby, 
reduce uncertainty to a reasonable 


. degree, rather than specifying that a 


statistical test be applied to the entire 
demonstration. The prescribed methods 
involve setting data quality objectives 
for data collection, analysis, and 
prediction. The testing and analysis 
techniques should be selected by the 
petitioner and approved by the Agency 
as appropriate for the site- and waste- 
specific scenario; i.e., the techniques 
should reasonably accurately measure 
appropriate waste properties, 
characterize atmospheric and : 
hydrogeologic conditions in the field, 
reasonably determine waste and site 
interactions affecting the ultimate fate of 
the waste, and predict the most severe, 
long-term effects on the air and water 
resources resulting from the disposal of 
the subject waste. If the petitioner has 
made a reasonable effort to assemble 
high quality data and analyses, the 
Agency will consider the petition results 
to represent a “reasonable degree of 
certainty.” 

The protocol the Agency is developing 
for evaluating petition demonstrations 
will address the issue of certainty in a 
manner appropriate to the tiered 
approach discussed above. In essence, 
the tiered approach is designed to 
handle waste- and site-specific 
scenarios according to the degree of 
certainty that critical elements can be 
analyzed, and according to their 
importance in making a risk 
management decision. The second tier 
would be for waste and site scenarios 
where a greater degree of uncertainty 
would be acceptable given a generally 
favorable waste- and site-specific 
scenario. For waste- and site-specific 
scenarios where conditions appear to be 
marginal, a higher degree of certainty for 
the critical elements will be required. 

An integral feature of the petition will 
be the development of quality control 
(QC) procedures tailored to the site- and 
waste-specific scenario. These 
procedures will be specified by the 
petitioner in a quality control] plan and 
reviewed and approved by the Agency 
prior to submission of a petition to the 
Agency. For tier-two level petition 
demonstrations QA/QC requirements 
will be necessary only for the data used 
in the demonstration and for any fate 
and transport analysis that does not use 
the unaltered Screening/Treatment 
Standard models. For the tier-two level, 
sufficiently conservative assumptions 
may replace the need for QA/QC 
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requirements that would normally be 
required for actual site-specific data 
used in the analysis. 

For tier-three petition demonstrations, 
the Agency may perform a quality 
assurance (QA) audit of the petitioner's 
data collection and analytical 
procedures, on-site testing and 
measurement procedures, and computer 
modeling and statistical analysis 
procedures. The quality assurance audit 
may include review of laboratory 
methods, including duplicate analysis by 
an independent laboratory, site visits 
prior to and during on-site field 
sampling, independent air, ground-and 
surface-water monitoring, and 
independent modeling and testing of the 
computer code and modeling 
assumptions. The Agency believes that 
emphasis on the procedures used by the 
petitioner to collect and evaluate data 
and to perform simulation modeling is 
most critical in reducing uncertainty. 

The Agency has chosen to require 
strict adherence to the quality control 
procedures as agreed upon by the 
Agency and petitioner as the most 
effective means of ensuring that the 
entire petition meets the reasonable 
degree of certainty test. A guidance 
manual will be available to aid the 
petitioner in meeting the QA/QC 
requirements. The Agency is seeking 
comments on the use of QA/QC 
procedures as described above, and on 
alternative approaches that should be 
considered. In light of the tiered 
approach to the petition demonstration 
process, the Agency will use a pre- 
petition conference with the Agency or 
State staff to discuss the general 
approach to be taken by the petitioner, 
and to agree upon the basic elements of 
the quality control plan and the petition 
itself, if the tier-three level of 
sophistication is required. If any data or 
information brought to light during this 
conference casts serious doubt on the 
likely success of the petition, the Agency 
or State staff will advise the petitioner 
not to proceed with the demonstration. 

d. Pathways of Migration. In 
demonstrating that there will be no 
migration of hazardous constituents for 
as long as the wastes remain hazardous, 
the petitioner should account for the 
potential migration of hazardous 
constituents in all possible pathways, 
including but not limited to air, surface 
water, and ground water. Nothing in the 
statutory language or legislative history 
suggests that Congress intended a more 
limited demonstration. Accordingly, the 
Agency proposes that in order to 
demonstrate that a method of land 
disposal is protective of human health 
and the environment, the petitioner must 
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provide an accounting of the ultimate 
fate of the hazardous constituents. The 
petitioner, therefore, may have to 
demonstrate that the hazardous 
constituent mass is degraded, diluted, or 
immobilized, and not merely transferred 
from one environmental medium to 
another. During the degration process, 
some hazardous constituents break 
down to form new hazardous 
constituents (/.e., other constituents on 
Appendix VIII). If the degradation 
process produces.additional hazardous 
constituents, EPA proposes to require 
that the applicant demonstrate that such 
degradation products also will not 
migrate to the point of exposure in 
concentrations that harm human health 
and the environment. Because of state- 
of-the-art limitations on the ability to 
detect the presence of many degradation 
byproducts that are not listed as 
hazardous constituents, the Agency 
does not propose to require such a 
demonstration for these constituents 
even though such constituents may 
theoretically have an effect on human 
health or the environment. 

e. Time Frames. The statutory 
language prohibiting the migration of 
constituents “for as long as the waste 
remains hazardous” suggests not only a 
substantive standard (i.e., no migration 
in hazardous concentrations) but a time 
component as well. EPA interpret this 
provision to require the applicant to 
demonstrate that the hazardous 
constituents will not exceed acceptable 
concentration levels at all points of 
potential exposure as long as the 
constituents retain the potential to harm 
human health or the environment. In 
practical terms, this means that EPA 
will not only assess the potential for 
migration in unacceptable 
concentrations during the active life of 
the facility, but will also assess the 
migration potential for what may be an 
extensive period of time after closure. 

The length of the assessment period 
may vary depending upon the pathway 
of migration. For example, the exposure 
posed by airborne constituents may be 
relatively short-lived if volatilization 
occurs only during the active life of the 
unit. On the other hand, the exposure 
due to volatilization may be long term if, 
for example, constituents migrate 
through the subsurface and accumulate 
in buildings. The Agency believes that 
the time period to be covered by the 
demonstration can reasonably be 
determined by modeling contaminant 
migration in the air, ground water, and 
surface water. As long as the model 
results indicate that there is a possibility 
that the maximum allowable 
concentration of any hazardous 


constituent could be exceeded at any 
points of potential exposure, a complete 
demonstration has not been made. 
When the model results indicate that 
concentrations have reached a level that 
does not exceed the maximum 
allowable level, and have begun an | 
irrevocable decline at all points of 
potential exposure, then the 
demonstration has considered a 
sufficient period of time. In addition, the 
Agency believes that the petitioner 
should make a reasonable estimate of 
the maximum quantity of the subject 
waste to be placed in the disposal unit 
over the entire life of the unit, rather 
than assume an infinite source of 
hazardous constituents. 

f. Consideration of Artificial Barriers. 
The legislative history provides that in 
making a petition demonstration, “the 
applicant must sustain the burden 
of . . . [demonstrating no migration as 
long as the wastes remain 
hazardous] . . . without the use of 
artificial barriers such as liners.” It goes 
on to note that “[aJrtificial barriers 
cannot provide the assurances 
necessary to meet the standard.” (S. 
Rep. No. 98-284 at page 15.) EPA 
interprets the above-cited language to 
reflect congressional intent to foreclose 
EPA from granting a petition on the 
assumption that the “no migration” 
standard has been met because a liner is 
in place. In light of the fact that all liners 
eventually leak, such an assumption 
would clearly fail to provide the 
“assurances” that Congress is seeking. 
EPA does not believe that Congress 
intended to preclude a more realistic 
consideration of liner performance in 
assessing when and if migration might 
be expected to occur. Indeed, one could 
argue that, in some cases by failing to 
consider the effect of existing 
containment mechanisms on constituent 
migration, EPA weuld increase .the 
uncertainty of the petition analysis, 
thereby failing to achieve those 
“assurances” that Congress is seeking. If 
EPA were to disregard the effect of 
existing containment mechanisms 
altogether, the Agency would be 
obligated to make numerous additional 
assumptions about the migration of 
constituents in a hypothetical setting 
rather than under existing conditions. In 
addition, it makes little sense to allow 
generic consideration of liner 
effectiveness in identifying screening 
levels at which wastes may be land 
disposed under section 3004(m) (see 
discussion at Unit III. A.Lb.), but to 
preclude a much more accurate, site- 
specific consideration of liner 
performance in the petition process. 
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Thus, the Agency believes that some 
reasonable projection of failure rates for 
liners to the extent that liners or other 
engineered systems may be appropriate 
in some petition demonstations. 
However, it is expected that, 
consideration of liners will be critical to 
the outcome of petition deliberations 
only in limited cases. At the tier-two or 
three levels of sophistication, the 
petitioner may rely on sufficiently 
conservative assumptions as to the 
efficacy of liners or other engineered 
systems, or, may employ specific 
engineered component performance 
data. In the event of a petitioner using 
specific performance data, the Agency 
will require that appropriate QA/QC 
procedures are employed to obtain such 
data. 

A petitioner may be able to 
demonstrate that waste will be 
transformed to a non-hazardous or less 
hazardous state while the containment 


‘ mechanism is still effective, so that upon 


a breach of the system there would be 
no migration of hazardous constituents 
in unacceptable concentrations. In such 
a case, consideration of the liner would 
have a direct bearing on the petition 
decision. However, because the land 
disposal restrictions program is aimed at 
preventing long-term as well as short- - 
term harm to human health and the 
environment, a demonstration that 
harmful migration would merely be 
delayed due to the existence of a liner 
would not be the basis for granting a 
petition. 

EPA solicits comment on appropriate 
assumptions to be made concerning 
liner failure. What factors should be 
considered in assessing when the liner 
will fail? To what extent are these 
factors site-specific? Are there any 
generic assumptions about liner failure 
that could and should be drawn? What 
other artificial barriers, if any, should be 
considered in the petition process? What 
is an acceptable level of certainty that 
could realistically be obtained in an 
analysis of the performance of man- 
made systems? 

g. Environmental Effects. In addition 
to demonstrating that there will be no 
harmful effects on human health, the 
petitioner is required tc demonstrate 
that there are no harmful effects on any 
aquatic biota, wildlife, estuaries, 
vegetation, or protected lands. This 
demonstration may be met purely on the 
basis of fate and transport analysis that 
shows that concentrations of hazardous 
constituents would be at or below the 
established levels that are protective of 
the environment at the point or points of 
exposure. The Agency proposes that, at 
a minimum, the following types of 
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species or environmentally sensitive 
areas be considered in any petition 
demonstration: endangered or 
threatened species and their habitats, 
wetlands, wilderness areas, wildlife 
refuges, coastal areas, and any other 
areas of potential ecological or 
economic significance. The Agency is 
proposing to require that the petitioner 
demonstrate that there will be no 
significant effect on any such species or 
sensitive areas by demonstrating that 
there will be no exposure.of hazardous 
constituents:to the species or 
environment of concern or that 
whatever exposure may occur will. have 
no significant effect. Additionally, the 
Agency proposes to. require that the 
petitioner demonstrate that ambient 
surface water concentrations or 
hazardous constituents for which a 
fresh-water, aquatic-life criterion has 
been established will not be exceeded. 
Where no such aquatic-life criteria exist, 
it may be necessary that the petitioner 
estimate the likely effects on the 
appropriate test species (e-g., fathead 
minnows of daphnia) by reference to 
similar chemicals for which aquatic 
toxicity data do exist. The petitioner 
may determine the significance of 
exposure by the use of qualitative 
structure activity relationships, and infer 
the likely effects on indigenous aquatic 
species in surface water affected by the 
disposal unit. The petitioner may seek 
the opinion of a qualified aquatic 
biologist to support any such inférences. 

The Agency requests comments on the 
type of information necessary to 
demonstate no harmful effects on 
endangered species or sensitive 
ecosystems. What environmental factors 
should be considered? What level of 
exposure of specific hazardous 
constituents may be harmful to 
protected species or ecosystems, such as 
wetlands or wildlife refuges? 

h. “[H]azardous constituents.” The 
statute provides that there shall be no 
migration of hazardous constituents 
from the unit for as long-as the wastes 
remain hazardous. The term.“hazardous 
constituent” is defined by EPA's existing 
regulations to encompass all 
constituents identified in Appendix VIII 
of 40 CFR Part 261. It is presumed that 
Congress was aware of the meaning 
given to this term by the Agency and 
intended that the term be given like 
construction in the context of the 
petition demonstration. 

The Agency will require that the 
petitioner perform an analysis of the 
subject waste for those Appendix VIII 
chemical constituents that are ' 
reasonably expected to be present, to 
determine whether the screening 


concentration level was met for each 
constituent. The petitioner could certify, 
however, that certain Appendix VIII 
constituents.are not present in the 
waste, due to the fact that raw materials 
containing such chemicals are not used 
in the manufacturing process that 
produced. the waste. It would be 
incumbent on the petitioner, however, to 
notify the Agency promptly that, due to 
a change in.the manufacturing process, 
chemical constituents that were 
previously certified as not being present 
are now expected to be found in the 
waste. 

The screening level models establish 
leachate concentration levels for all 
Appendix VIII constituents that are 
generally considered to be protective of 
human health and the environment. The 


- petitioner should demonstrate that the 


petition performance standard is met for 
those Appendix VIH constituents that 
did not meet the screening concentration 
levels. Under the proposed approach; it 
is not necessary to demonstrate that the 
petition performance standard is met for 
other Appendix. VIH'constituents that 
already meet the screening/ treatment 
standards. As noted'in Unit Ill..G.2.d, 
EPA believes:that Congress intended the 
petition demonstration to extend to all 
media. Accordingly, the Agency is 
proposing to:require that the petitioner 
consider any hazardous-constituents 
that did not meet the screening 
concentration levels in examining 
surface water, ground water, soil, and 
air pathways of migration. 

The Agency seeks comments on any. 
reasonable approach for limiting the 
number of hazardous. constituents that 
would require consideration in any 
petition demonstration. The petitioner 
may use a method for identifying 
indicator chemicals in the waste whose 
chemical and physical characteristics 
are-similar to-other chemicals.in-the 
waste. The ultimate fate of these 
indicator chemicals may be used. to 
determine the ultimate fate of other 
chemicals, rather than analyzeeach 
chemical constituent separately, 
provided that .the:indicator selection 
approach is scientifically valid: One 
method for identifying indicator 
chemicals is described in the Draft 
Superfund Public Health Evaluation 
Manual, dated October 1, 1985. The 
Agency seeks comments on the 
applicability of this-method, and on any 
scientific research that would support 
the use of specified indicator chemicals. 

Since the statute sets a series of 
effective dates for restricting wastes 
from land disposal that extend to May, 
1990, it is conceivable that.a particular 
waste may contain some hazardous 
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constituents for which.a screening/ - 
treatment standard has. been establishe: 
at an early effective date (e.g.,. 
November, 1986),and other hazardous 
constituents that will.be subject to 
separate screening/treatment standards 
at a later restriction deadline (e.g., May, 
1990). When this 'situation arises, the 
Agency may choose one of several 
alternative approaches. 

The first approach-weuld.only require 
the petitioner to demonstrate:that the 
performance standard is.met for those 
Appendix VII constituents that did not 
meet the screening/ treatment standards 
that are currently in effect: Other 
Appendix. VIL constituents.for which no 
screening/treatment standard was 
currently in effect, due to the later. 
effective dates established in the statute 
or in the schedule promulgated under 
section 3004{g), would not be considered 
by the petitioner until the effective dates 
for those constituents are reached. At. 
that time, assuming that the:petition. was 
approved for the constituents having:an 
earlier effective date,.the waste may'be 
restricted again, due to the presence of 
other hazardous constituents. The 
petitioner would, therefore, be required 
to re-submit the petition.and 
demonstrate that the performance 
standard is met for any. additional 
Appendix VII constituents that did.not 
meet the established screening/ 
treatment standards. 

Another approach would require the 
petitioner to demonstrate that the 
performance standard is met for any 
additional Appendix VIII constituents 
for which no screening/ treatment 
standards have been established, in 
addition to demonstrating that the 
performance standard is met for those 
Appendix VIII constituents.that did-not 
meet the established screening 
treatment standards..Under this 
approach, the petitioner may. be required 
to include in his petition demonstration 
additional constituents that may, 
eventually meet the screening/treatment 
standards. But if the petition is 
approved, the waste can be managed in 
the land disposal unit without 
interruption.at some later date due to 
the need to re-submit the entire petition 
for approval. 

A third approach would not require 
the petitioner to demonstrate that the 
performance standard is met for any 
additional Appendix VIII constituents, 
but would allow the petitioner to do.so 
at his or her option. 

The Agency. is seeking comments.on 
each of the above approaches. The 
Agency would:prefer to.select an 
approach that minimizes the burden on 
the petitioner and on the Agency but, at 
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the same time, leads to unambiguous 
decisions regarding the land disposal of 
previously restricted hazardous wastes. 
Comments are requested on how well 
each of the above approaches meets 
these stated goals. 

In the case of certain characteristic 
wastes (i.e., wastes that are hazardous 
due to ignitability, corrosivity, or 
reactivity) with which no additional 
hazardous constituents are associated, a 
concentration level is not a valid 
criterion for determining whether the 
performance standard has been met. 
Therefore, the petitioner is required to 
demonstrate that the waste has 
undergone chemical or physical 
changes, such that when the waste 
eventually migrates it no longer exhibits 
the characteristics that originally caused 
the wastes to be classified as hazardous, 
at the point(s) of potential exposure. 
This demonstration, in effect, would 
result in the declassification of the 
waste as hazardous, as defined at 40 
CFR 261.3. The petitioner would also be 
required to demonstrate that no 
additional hazardous constituents were 
present in the original wastes, or that 
such hazardous constituents do not 
result in a violation of the standard as 
described previously. 

i. “/DJisposal unit or injection zone”’. 
The statute requires that there be a 
showing of “no migration. . . from the 
disposal unit or injection zone for as 
long as the wastes remain hazardous”. 
The legislative history makes clear that 
the term “injection zone” is to be 
defined as prescribed in existing EPA 
regulations at 40 CFR 146.3 (S. Rep. No. 
98-284 at page 16). Thus, the term refers 
to a geological formation and is not to 
be construed in terms of surface 
property ownership (S. Rep. No. 98-284 
at page 15). The term “disposal unit” is 
not expressly defined in the statute or 
legislative history applicable to section 
3004 (d), (e), and (g)(5). However, ‘it is 
presumed that Congress is aware of the 
usage given to this term by EPA (see 
e.g., 47 FR 32289), and intended that the 
term be given like meaning in the 
context of these sections. Indeed, in 
legislative history addressing another 
section of the new law, the House 
- Committee on Energy and Commerce 
explicitly provides that the term “unit” 
be defined as consistent with the 
Agency's existing use of the term and 
“as further defined by EPA in the future” 
(H. Rep. Report No. 98-198, Part 1, at 
page 60). Unless there is an expressed 
indication of contrary congressional 
intent, a term is given consistent 
meaning throughout a statute. 
Accordingly, for purposes of the petition 
process, the term “unit” will be defined 


with reference to the agency's present 
use of the term. Thus, a unit is defined 
as a “contiguous area of land on or in 
which waste is placed, or, the largest 
area in which there is a significant 
likelihood of mixing waste constituents 
in the same area.” Thus the unit would 
include the area contained within the 
engineered components and any 
excavated areas of the surface or 
subsurface that support the engineered 
components. An individual surface 
impoundment, waste pile, or land 
treatment unit is a “unit” for purposes of 
this discussion. In the case of landfills 
that are designed as a series of 
separately lined trenches, each 
individual trench is a separate unit. For 
the purpose of the land disposal 
restrictions program, the Agency also 
proposes to characterize salt dome 
formations, salt bed formations and 
underground mines and caves as units. 

The petitioner must identify the 
boundary of any unit or units that may 
be involved in the management of the 
banned waste that is the subject of the 
petition. This boundary becomes the 
compliance point, for the purpose of 
demonstrating that human health and 
the environment will be protected. In the 
absence of an acceptable demonstration 
of effective long-term control of an area 
beyond the boundary of the disposal 
unit, this boundary is also the point of 
potential human exposure. 


3. Applicability of the Performance 
Standard 


a. Landfills, surface impoundments, 
and waste piles. Land disposal units 
that are located at the land’s surface, 
contain such engineered components as 
a liner system and a leachate collection 
and removal system, and are often 
closed by constructing a cover system, 
include landfills, surface impoundments, 
and waste piles. Due to their similar 
characteristics, these types of units will 
be expected to make similar types of 
petition demonstrations. For the purpose 
of making this demonstration, the limits 
of the disposal unit are established at 
the edge of the liner or excavated liner 
foundation at all landfills, surface 
impoundments, and waste piles; at the 
open face of an active landfill cell; at the 
surface of an active surface 
impoundment; at the surface of an active 
waste pile; and at the surface of the 
cover of a closed landfill cell, surface 
impoundment, or waste pile. 

b. Land treatment units. Land 
treatment units do not typically have 
liners or leachate collection and removal 
systems. For the purpose of this 
demonstration, therefore, the limits of 
the disposal unit are the lateral and 
vertical extents of the treatment zone, as 
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established in the permit in compliance 
with 40 CFR 264.271(b). With regard to 
air emissions, the surface of the 
treatment zone is considered to be the 
limits of the disposal unit. 

The Agency believes that much of the 
waste and site testing, analyses of 
degradation; and immobilization of 
constituents, that is already required for 
a land treatment permit should satisfy 
the testing and analysis requirements of 
a petition demonstration. Rather than 
requiring duplication of these tests, the 
Agency would allow the use of the same 
testing and analytical results for the 
permit application and a petition 
demonstration, as long as the 
requirements of both are met. For a 
petition demonstration, this would 
include the air and surface water 
pathways and a consideration of the 
likely long-term effects of migration (i.e., 
beyond the operating period of the land 
treatment unit). If the petitioner failed to 
provide the minimum information 
required under 40 CFR Part 270 relevant 
to the land treatment demonstration, the 
petition would be subject to rejection. 

c. Underground injection wells. The 
approach for petitioning for removing a 
ban on underground injection of 
hazardous waste will be discussed in a 
separate Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 
to be published in the Federal Register, 
regarding a separate rulemaking on 
hazardous wastes that are managed in 
underground injection wells (section 
3004(f) and 3004(g)). 

d. Other methods of land disposal. In 
addition to the above methods of land 
disposal, section 3004(k) defines land 
disposal as including any salt dome 
formation, salt bed formation, 
underground mine, or cave. Other types 
of waste management practices (e.g., 
open detonation units) may also be 
included in the section 3004(k) definition 
of land disposal. (See Unit I.C.1.) 
Currently, the Agency has no specific 
guidelines for demonstrating no 
migration with respect to these or other 
forms of land disposal. A petitioner may 
attempt to demonstrate no migration of 
hazardous constituents in unacceptable 
concentrations by applying the general 
concepts discussed in this proposed 
rulemaking in a reasonably defensible 
manner. The Agency will review such 
petitions in a manner consistent with 
any other petitions received. Specific 
criteria for determining whether the 
petition standard will be achieved 
would be developed on a case-by-case _ 
basis. 

The Agency is seeking comments on 
the applicability of the performance 
standard to each of the types of land 
disposal discussed in this unit. 
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Specifically, the Agency seeks 
comments on the comprehensiveness 
and consistency of its approach to 
determining that the petition standard is 
achieved with each of the various 
methods of land disposal. 


4. Demonstration Components. 


a. Waste analysis. The petitioner 
should perform appropriate tests of the 
subject waste to characterize fully the 
waste’s chemical and physical 
characteristics. Sampling of the waste 
for testing and analysis must be frequent 
enough to account for the variations 
over time of the waste’s characteristics. ~ 
Appropriate sampling frequencies and 
techniques and acceptable statistical 
procedures should be developed on a 
case-by-case basis, in consultation with 
the Agency. The petition demonstration 
will, therefore, be based upon a waste 
with particular chemical and physical 
characteristics, with the corresponding 
degrees of variation. If the Agency 
approves a petition demonstration, such 
approval will apply strictly to a waste 
with these particular characteristics. If, 
over time, a particular waste stream 
changes substantially so that it no 
longer exhibits the particular chemical 
and physical characteristics originally 
specified in the petition, the petitioner 
must notify the Agency or authorized 
State of the change, and the 
demonstration must be resubmitted and 
reevaluated. Until such reevaluation 
occurs, the waste is not permitted to-be 
placed in the land disposal unit. 

The Agency may require periodic 
monitoring and analysis of the waste to 
determine if significant changes in the 
waste characteristics have occurred. 
Alternatively, the Agency may require 
that the petitioner notify the Agency 
whenever a change in the waste 
characteristics has occurred or is 
expected to have occurred, rather than 
regular monitoring, analysis, and 
reporting requirements. The Agency is 
considering various means of assuring 
that the waste characteristics have not 
changed dramatically over time, thereby 
invalidating the petition demonstration, 
and is seeking comments on the most 
effective approach. 

In addition te information on waste 
characteristics, the petitioner must 
estimate volumes of the subject waste to 
be disposed, on a yearly basis, for as 
long as the land disposal unit is capable 
of accepting wastes, since the volume of 
waste ultimately disposed is a crucial 
factor in the petition demonstration. The 
petitioner can rely upon historical data 
and estimate changes in volume in the 
future, based on industrial activity or 
advances in technology: The Agency 
will accept a reasonable projection of 


waste volume but will review, following 
the approval.of any petition 
demonstration, information on actual 
volumes of the subject waste accepted 
at the disposal unit during the course of 
site inspections. If actual volumes 
exceed the projected volumes so as to 
call into question the results of the 
petition demonstration previously 
approved, the Agency will'reevaluate 
the demonstration and’ may require that 
the petition be resubmitted. If there is no 
valid basis for projecting the annual 
volumes of the subject waste to be 
disposed throughout the active life of the 
disposal unit, the petitioner should 
assume that the total volume is equal to 
the design capacity of the disposal unit, 
and that the annual volume is-constant 
over the expected life of the disposal 
unit. 

b. Human Exposure and Risk 
Assessment. There are documented 
scientific research data available to 
verify that certain organic constituents 
are degraded to their harmless 
components due to such processes as 
photolysis in the atmosphere, and 
hydrolysis and’ biodegradation in the 
subsurface. Inorganic and non- 
degradable organic constituents can be 
immobilized due to chemical or physical 
adsorption to soil particles in the 
subsurface, and can be diluted due to 
the dispersive effects of air movement 
and ground water and surface water 
flow. The petitioner, depending on the 
waste- and site-specific scenario, may 
have to demonstrate that the 
degradation, dilution, and 
immobilization processes are effective 
for the subject waste, under the 
environmental conditions as they exist 
at the disposal unit site. 

Concentration: levels at the point or 
points of potential exposure that are 
protective of human.health must.be 
determined for noncarcinogenic 
constituents and for carcinogenic 
constituents of the subject waste. The 
sophistication of the-analysis to show 
the degree of exposure. will depend upon 
the site- and waste-specific scenario. 

The Agency is proposing that the 
Reference Dose (RfD).(See Unit ILA 
regarding the establishment of 
screening/treatment'standards)'be 
adopted as the:screening level for 
noncareinogens:and that a screening 
level concentration based'on a risk- 
specific dose be adopted for 
carcinogens. Because certain site- 
specific factors:may impact'the degree 
to which an RfD could be acceptably 
exceeded and may impact the selection 
of the risk-specific dose, the petitioner 
may be required to:perform-an analysis 
of the size of the potentially exposed 
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population, both current and future, and 
various other factors related to the 
assessment and management of risk. 
The results of this analysis would be 
used to determine a level that is 
protective of human health and the 
environment. (See Unit III.A.1.b, for a 
more detailed discussion of the 
screening levels.) The petitioner must 
demonstrate that hazardous constituents 
will not migrate from a disposal unit in 
concentrations that will cause an Rf{D or 
risk-specific dose to’ be exceeded at any 
point of potential humam exposure. In 
order to. determine whether an 
unacceptable concentration of 
hazardous constituents will exist at'the 
edge of the disposal unit, the petitioner 
must calculate the maximum 
concentration in the air, ground water, 
surface water, and soil, and compare it 
with the RfD or risk-specific dose at the 
point of potential exposure, taking into 
consideration the attenuation derived 
from natural processes:such as 
photolysis, hydrolysis, biodegradation, 
and adsorption in the subsurface, 
surface, and atmosphere, and, in some 
cases; taking into consideration the size 
and nature of the potentially exposed 
population. Again, the sophistication 
and scope of the analysis of these 
critical elements will depend upon the 
waste- and site-specific scenario. 

For noncarcinogenic contaminants, 
predicted concentration levels at or 
below the RfD will be considered 
protective of human health. 
Concentration levels above the Rf{D may 
also be considered protective if the 
petitioner can demonstrate that such 
concentrations are not expected to 
cause adverse health effects. Such a 
demonstration by the petitioner, and its 
subsequent review and evaluation, will 
require the exercise of considerable 
professional judgment by qualified 


‘ toxicologists. The petition process will 


only address unique site-specific factors 
that justify exceeding an established 
RfD. Challenges:to the established RID 
that are:not'based on site-specific 
factors must be reviewed using 
established: Agency protocol. 

The Agency proposes to:use the 
following criteria for determining 
whether ornot a petitioner may exceed’ 
the established RfD'for a 
noncarcinogenic constituent: 


(A) Exposure Criteria 


(i) Other potential ‘or actual sources of 
exposure to'the same or similar 
constituents; 

(ii) The level and type of uncertainty 
inherent in the models used'to predict 
potential exposure to the surrounding 
population; 
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(iii) The nature of the ae 
exposed population. 


(B) Toxicological Criteria 


(i) The slope or slopes of the dose- 
response curves for the health effects 
attributable to a threshold constituent; 

(ii) The frequency and magnitude of 
potential exposure to a threshold 
constituent. ; 

The Agency expects that the petitioner 
will meet with the petition reviewer 
(EPA or the authorized State) during the 
pre-petition conference to discuss the 
specific demonstration necessary to 
support a concentration in excess of the 
established RfD, and to discuss the 
above criteria that will be used in 
reviewing the demonstration. 

In determining a level for any 
carcinogenic constituents that will not 
present a threat to human health, the 
Agency will consider the following 
criteria: 


(A) Exposure Criteria 


(i) Other potential or actual sources of 
exposure to the same or similar 
constituents; 

(ii) The level and type of uncertainty 
inherent in the modeis used to predict 
potential exposure to the surrounding 
population; 

_(iii) The potential current and future 
risk to individuals from the activities of 
the disposal unit; 

(iv) The size and nature of the 
potentially exposed population. 


(B) Toxicological Criterion 


(i) The level and type of uncertainty 
inherent in the data used to estimate 
health risk. 

Consistent with decisions that the 
Agency has made in the past, the 
maximum exposed individual (MEI) risk 
level for each petition will be set to 
correspond to a statistical lifetime risk 
in the range of 10-* to 10-7 using 10° * as 
a point of departure. This is equivalent 
to preventing the person most exposed 
to the hazardous constituent of concern 
from having more than a 1 in 10,000 to a 
1 in 10,000,000 chance of developing 
cancer. Within the range of 10-‘ to 1077, 
the actual level chosen for each petition 
will depend upon the analysis provided 
by the petitioner on the size of the 
aggregate potentially exposed 
population, considering the period of 
time that the wastes remain hazardous. 

The Agency will thoroughly evaluate 
the strength of the evidence of 
carcinogenicity, the basis of the 
petitioner's exposure assessment, and 
other site-specific factors that may 
affect aggregate risk. Where the 
evidence of carcinogenicity is weak, 
where extremely conservative exposure 


assumptions have been made, and 
where the predicted expasure 
assessment has been completed with a 
high degree of confidence, the Agency 
would probably not require a reduction 
in risk beyond the higher end of the 
range (i.e., 107 * to 1075). In other cases 
where the aggregate exposed population 
is relatively large, the evidence of 
carcinogenicity is strong, or the 
predicted exposure assessment is 
relatively uncertain, the Agency would 
not allow an MEI risk level greater than 
10-* or 10-7. With a larger population 
being exposed, there is a greater chance 
that an unacceptable number of 
incidents of cancer would actually occur 
in the population. With a larger 
population the Agency would be more 
likely to adopt a more conservative risk 
level, taking into account other factors, 
such as the assumptions used in the 
models that estimate risk levels, since 
an incorrect decision would have more 
severe consequences. 

In addition to using population as a 
factor in determining how conservative 
the Agency may be in granting petitions, 
the Agency will also consider future 
events/processes such as earthquakes, 
floods etc., as they may modify 


_exposure. Exposure scenarios are likely - 


to change over time with major 
differences occurring when the unit is 
operating compared to the post closure 
care period. Thus, the Agency will 
require the consideration of events and 
processes that are potentially capable of 
modifying exposure. 

Where these events and processes 
and their effects are identified with a 
reasonable degree of certainty, the 
Agency may be able to be more flexible 
in making risk management decisions 
regarding petitions. If these events or 
processes cannot be identified with a 
reasonable degree of certainty the 
Agency will tend to take a more 
conservative approach to making risk 
management decisions. 

The Agency believes that this 
approach provides flexibility to approve 
or deny petitions based on the 
magnitude of potential current or future 
human health effects. Rather than 
establish a single MEI risk level to be 
applied to all petitions, the proposed 
approach allows the petitioner to 
include all factors relevant to potential 
risk to be examined in a local, site- 
specific context, where the best decision 
can be made. 

Although this approach involves a 
fairly sophisticated analysis by the 
petitioner and extensive review by 
petition reviewer, the Agency believes 
that such site-specific decisions must be 
made on the basis of a thorough 
analysis of the effects on the local 


+ 
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population. The Agency intends to reject 
petitions where the probability of 
expected cancer incidence from the 
continued land disposal of a banned 
waste would be significant. Where it 
can be demonstrated, to a reasonable 
degree of certainty, that continued land 
disposal is a safe management practice, 
the Agency will approve the petition. 

The Agency is considering an 
alternative.approach for including total 
population in the decision to approve or 
deny a petition. This alternative 
approach would involve an analysis of 
the effects on the MEI using the same 
criteria {i.e., the risk-specific dose and 
the R£D) used for setting the screening 
concentration levels, rather than 
allowing a site-specific determination 
based on the factors previously 
discussed. The analysis of the potential 
aggregate exposed population would not 
be used. to determine how much of an 
excess concentration above the R{D is 
allowable or to set an MEI risk level. 

The alternative approach would, 
however, allow population information 
to be used to determine the acceptable 
level of certainty to be attained by the 
petitioner in all data and analyses 
included in the overall demonstration. 
To meet the “reasonable degree of 
certainty” test required by the statute, 
the Agency is requiring that the 
petitioner prepare a comprehensive 
quality control plan setting out data 
quality objectives to be achieved in all 
waste and environmental testing and 
measurements, and in modeling 
analyses. Under this alternative 
approach, the Agency would allow less 
stringent quality control procedures and, 
therefore, a higher degree of uncertainty, 
where the current and expected future 
population size is relatively small, since 
the consequences of an incorrect 
decision would be less severe than in an 
area where population size is relatively 
large. Less stringent quality control 
procedures would reduce the intensity 
of the data requirements, reduce the 
thoroughness of the analysis, and reduce 
the degree to which laboratory data and 
model results must be validated by 
comparison to field test data. Where 
population size is relatively large, the 
quality control procedures would 
become more stringent to reduce the 
degree of uncertainty. 

The critical feature of this approach is 
allowing the size of the potentially 
exposed population to have a direct 
impact on the petition demonstration, in 
terms of the level of effort required on 
the part of the petitioner and the 
likelihood of the petition being 
approved, without compromising on the 
level of risk to which any individual 
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may be subjected. The petitioner would 
still be responsible for determining the 
effect on the MEI, using the same human 
health criteria used in determining the 
nationally applicable screening 
concentration levels. Population 
information would be used to set the 
acceptable level of certainty to be 
attained in the complete development of 
the petition demonstration. 

The Agency requests comments on the 
proposed approach and on the 
alternative approach. The Agency has 
some concern that requiring any 
population analysis may result in delays 
in preparing and reviewing petitions, 
due to the effect involved in collecting 
and analyzing information pertaining to 
various aspects of population analysis. - 
Therefore, the Agency also requests 
comments on an approach that would 
not require any population analysis. 
Under such an approach, the decision on 
any petition would be based on the 
predicted effects on the MEI, although 
the petitioner could supply information 
on aggregate population effects, at his 
discretion. 

c. Site characterization. The petitioner 
must perform a characterization of the 
site of the disposal unit to establish 
actual field conditions in the 
atmosphere, at the surface, and in the 
subsurface. The depth and scope of the 
characterization will depend on the 
waste- and: site-specific scenario. Much 
of the information may already have 
been collected and analyzed to fulfill the 
other information requirements of Part 
264, Part 270, or applicable State or local 
requirements. Site-specific data may be 
among the most important factors in the 
petition analysis, since the ultimate fate 
of any hazardous constituents of the 
subject waste is determined by the 
natural assimilative processes affecting 
degradation and immobilization. The 
Agency, therefore, believes that 
accuracy and precision in the 
measurement and analysis of all 
environmental parameters are extremely 
crucial to a successful petition 
demonstration. The Agency will provide 
guidance to the petitioner on the types 
of data that must be presented and the 
required analyses. Test methods to be 
used, frequency and types of sampling 
and analysis, and data quality 
objectives must be submitted to the 
Agency in a quality control plan. The 
amount of data and the extensiveness.of 
the analysis will be determined on a 
case-by-case basis; depending on the 
complexity.and-nature of the entire 
demonstration. At a minimum, however, 
the petitioner is expected to provide all 
information that is relevant to the 
demonstration from the Part B permit 


application (40 CFR Part 270). Failure to 
provide the relevant minimum 
information required for establishing the 
Subpart F ground water monitoring 
program would constitute justification 
forrejection of the petition. As 
additional site characterization 
information requirements are included 
in Part 270, related to other : 
environmental media such as air and 
surface water, this additional 
information will also be required of the 
petitioner. 

d. Evaluation of performance of 
engineered systems. The petitioner 
should consider the design, operation, 
maintenance, and expected performance 
of the engineered systems of the 
disposal unit to the extent that such 
systems affect the quantity, or quality of 
the hazardous constituents that may be 
released into the environment. The 
petitioner.should have prepared and 
analyzed most of the required - 
information in conjunction with 
preparing a RCRA Part B permit 
application. The petitioner may use this 
permit information as a starting point for 
estimating the eventual failure 
mechanisms and resulting release of 
hazardous constituents. 

The petitioner may be able to 
demonstrate that the hazardous 
constituents undergo chemical or 
physical transformation processes 
within the disposal unit prior to failure 
of any liner, cover, or other engineered 
components so that the hazardous 
constituents that migrate from the unit 
are not at hazardous concentrations, or 
so that the material that eventually 
migrates into the atmosphere or 
subsurface no longer contains any 
hazardous constituents or any other 
characteristics that may have caused 
the waste to be hazardous. In doing so, 
however, the petitioner would be 
required to identify specific chemical 
and physical processes (e.g., 
biodegradation and hydrolysis) that 
result in a permanent transformation of 
the waste well in advance of the end of 
the expected performance life of the 
engineered components. Appropriate 
testing is required to demonstrate that 
the specified chemical and physical 
processes will occur, and that any 
reaction byproducts that may also be 
hazardous are identified and quantifidd. 
Because little technical data are 
available on the actual degradation and 
immobilization of hazardous wastes, or 
on the long-term performance of 
engineered components, the Agency will 
evaluate such a demonstration by using 
conservative assumptions regarding the 
performance of the engineered systems 
and the accuracy and precision of the 
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analytical methods used in the 
demonstration. 


5. Request for Comments 


The Agency is seeking comments on 
the types of waste and site situations 
that are most likely to meet the 
performance standard, and is seeking 
data on the various technical aspects of 
such a demonstration. Specifically, the 
Agency is interested in information on: 

a. What types of wastes may meet the 
standard by rapid degradation or 
immobilization in a land disposal unit 
environment? 

b. What natural processes in the 
atmosphere, surface and subsurface 
provide long-term control of certain 
waste constitutents? Can results of field 
testing, and laboratory studies 
applicable to field situations, with 
specific wastes be made available to the 
Agency? 

Other comments are sought on various 
technical matters related to the petition 
demonstration. Specifically, comments 
are requested on: 

a. Specific transformation and 
immobilization rate data for hazardous 
constituents under specific 
environmental conditions; 

b. use of a dispersivity factor in 
ground water transport models and 
models for other media; 

c. Criteria for evaluating the effect of 
engineered components on the ultimate 
fate of hazardous constituents; 

d. Criteria for evaluating the 
consequences of floods, earthquakes, or 
other natural and potentially significant 
phenomena; ; 

f. Criteria for model validation. 


H. Restrictions on the Storage of Waste 
That is Prohibited From Land Disposal 


Pursuant to section 3004({j) of RCRA, 
any waste that is prohibited from one or 
more methods of land disposal is also 
prohibited from storage, unless the 
storage is solely to accumulate sufficient 
quantities of the waste to allow for 
proper recovery, treatment, or disposal. 
The Agency does not interpret this 
provision as applying to: wastes that 
have béen treated in accordance with 
treatment standards under section. - 
3004(m), because under the language of 
section 3004{m)(2)'such wastes are not 
prohibited from land disposal. In 
addition, the Agency does not interpret 
this provision as applying to wastes and 
units that have been the subject of a 
successful petition demonstration. 
However, such wastes may be’ stored 
only in a unit that is covered by a RCRA 
permit or, is under interim status, and is 
covered by the petition. 
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Since the statutory restrictions on 
land disposal under subsections 3004 
(d), (e) and (g) apply to placement in 
land-based units incuding land-based 
units identified as storage units (e.g., 
storage surface impoundments and 
waste piles), the Agency interprets the 
term storage, as used in section 3004({j), 
to go beyond the restrictions in 
subsections 3004 (d), (e) and (g). 
Therefore, the Agency interprets section 
3005(j) to apply to storage that does not 
constitute land disposal such as storage 
in tanks and containers. 

The legislative history indicates that 
Congress’ concern in enacting this 
provision was to foreclose the 
possibility of using long-term storage as 
a means of avoiding a land disposal 
prohibition. (S. Rep. No. 98-284, 98th 
Cong., ist Sess. 18 (1983).) However, in 
making the restriction conditional, 
Congress did recognize that some 
amount of legitimate storage is 
necessary prior to final management. 

EPA is proposing, under § 268.50, that 
generators be allowed to accumulate 
prohibited wastes on-site for up to 90 
days. EPA has already determined that 
this is an appropriate period of time to 
allow generators to accumulate wastes 
on-site without a permit prior to further 
management (40 CFR 262.34). This 
period was selected because the Agency 
felt that it would allow a reasonable 
period for accumulation prior to further 
management without interfering with a 
generator’s production processes, and 
because the Agency determined that 
most wastes were removed from the site 
of generation within 90 days, as 
published in the Federal Register of 
February 26, 1980 (45 FR 12730) and 
January 11, 1982 (47 FR 1248). 

The Agency also interprets the 
statutory accumulation times of 180 or 
270 days for small quantity 
generators 2 (section 3001(d)(6)) as 
representing the allowable time period 
for small quantity generators to 
accumulate a dufficient quantity of 
wastes to facilitate proper treatment, 
recovery, or disposal. The legislative 
history accompanying the small quntity 
generator provision states that “the 
longer storage period. . . will allow the 
[small quantity] generator to consolidate 
wastes into large loads for shipment off 
the premises.” (S. Rep. No. 98-284, 98th 
Cong., 1st Sess. 10 (1983).) EPA believes 
that Congress, in light of the quntities of 
wastes generated by small quantity 
generators and the fact that many of 


12 See the proposed rule for small quantity 
generators published in the Federal Register of 
August 1, 1985 (50 FR 31278) for an explanation of 
the applicability of these accumulation times. 


them are small businesses, recognized 
the need for.a longer accumulation time. 

The Agency has codified these time 
periods for generators in todays’ 
proposed rules by referencing § 262.34. 
This was done based on the assumption 
that the longer time frames for 
accumulation by small quantity 
generators will be promulgated as an 
amendment to § 262.34 when the rules 
proposed for small quantity generators 
are issued as final. If this is not the case, 
then the reference will be change 
accordingly. 

While the Agency believes that these 
time periods provide a reasonable 
accumulation time for most generators, 
it is concerned that a longer time may, in 


- some cases, be necessary to accumulate 


sufficient quantities to facilitate proper 
recovery, treatment, or disposal. The 
Agency solicits comments on the 
appropriate time limits for storage of 
prohibited wastes by generators to 
accumulate sufficient quantities to 
facilitate proper recovery, treatment, or 
disposal. Specifically, are the existing 
accumulation times sufficient or should 
procedures be developed for allowing 
longer periods on a case-by-case basis? 

The Agency does not interpret the 
statutory restriction on the storage of 
prohibited wastes as overriding the 
satellite accumulation rule contained in 
40 CFR 262.34(c). That rule allows 
generators to accumulate up to 55 
gallons of hazardous waste or 1 quart of 
acutely hazardous waste in a container, 
at or near the point of generation, - 
without a permit, interim status, or 
compliance with the 90-day 
accumulation rule. The purpose of 
satellite accumulation is to allow the 
accumulation of certain quantities 
necessary to facilitate transportation, 
further treatment, or disposal and, thus, 
such accumulation falls under the 
section 3004(j) exemption. 

The Agency believes that transporters 
should be allowed to hold prohibited 
wastes at transfer facilities for some 
minimum period of time to allow for 
activities incidental to normal 
transporter practices. These activities 
may include the consolidation of wastes 
into larger units or the transfer of 
wastes to different vehicles for 
redirecting or rerouting. The Agency is 
proposing, under § 268.50, that 
transporters be allowed to hold such 
wastes for upto 10 days. 

The Agency realizes that due to 
operational difficulties, repairs and 
maintenance at treatment, storage, and 
disposal facilities, it may be necessary 
for a treatment or recovery process to 
shut down temporarily. In addition, 
back-ups may occur at treatment or 
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recovery facilities while wastes are 
being held for treatment or recovery. 
The Agency does not believe that it was 
Congress’ intent to ban storage for short 
periods due to these occurrences. 

The Agency does not, however, have 
data on the frequency of such 
occurrences of their usual duration and 
is therefore unable to quantify these 
time periods. The Agency is proposing 
90 days as the maximum time limit on 
permissible storage at waste 
management facilities under § 268.50 
and is seeking comments as to whether 
or not this duration is appropriate. 

Another approach to the storage 
restriction for both generators and 
owners or operators of waste 
management facilities is not to specify a 
time limit but rather to incorporate the 
statutory language directly into the 
regulation. Because no specific limit 
would be specified, this approach would 
be difficult to enforce and and would 
fail to provide the regulated community 


-with a clear indication of its 


responsibilities. 

The Agency interprets the statute as 
not applying the restriction on storage of 
prohibited wastes to successful 
petitioners under section 3004 (d), (e), 
and (g) and successful applicants for a 
case-bay-case extension. The applicant 
or petitioner must, however, store his 
waste according to the applicable 
requirements of 40 CFR Parts 262, 264, 
and 265. However, the Agency does 
interpret this provision as prohibiting 


. storage (other than storage necessary to 


generate sufficient quantities to 
facilitate proper treatment, recovery, or 
disposal) pending the Agency's é 
determination on a petition submitted 
under section 3004 (d), (e), or (g). In 
addition, the Agency believes that this 
provision does prohibit such storage of a 
waste after the effective date of a ban 
pending an Agency determination on an 
application for a case-by-case effective 
date extension. 


IV. Unit-Specific Considerations 


Land treatment and deep well 
injection are significantly different from 
other methods of land disposal of 
hazardous waste from both technical 
and regulatory perspectives. The 
Agency believes that the unique aspects 
of these technologies should be 
considered in developing regulations for 
these land disposal methods under 
section 3004 (d), (e), (f}, and (g) of RCRA. 

This unit of the preamble summarizes 
briefly the unique technical and 
regulatory aspects of land treatment, 
outlines the Agency's thinking to date on 
how to address this method of land 
disposal, and solicits comments and 
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information that would be useful in 
fulfilling the relevant statutory 
requirements. 

The Agency will address disposal of 
hazardous waste into deep injection 
wells at a later date in accordance with 
the deadlines established in section 3004 
(f} and (g) of RCRA. Therefore, under 
§ 268.1 hazardous waste disposal in 
injection wells is exempted from the 
regulations being proposed today. 


A. Land Treatment 
1. Introduction 


Under section 3004{k) of RCRA, land 
disposal of hazardous waste is defined 
to include ‘“*. . . any placement of such 
hazardous waste ina. . . land 
treatment facility. . . .” As a result, the 
Agency must make land disposal 
prohibition determinations for land 
treatment of hazardous wastes in 
accordance with the requirements and 
schedules of section 3004 (d), (e), and 


g). 

The Agency intends to fulfill these 
statutory requirements for land 
treatment facilities by developing, if 
possible, a back calculation model and 
database specifically for land treatment. 
However, due to the difficulties involved 
in characterizing the complexity and 
variability of land treatment and the 
very limited availability of critical data 
(e.g., biodegradation rates), it is not 
possible for the Agency to develop, 
review, and approve a back calculation 
model and database specifically for land 
treatment within the deadlines 
established under section 3004(e). In 
view of the desirability of developing a 
land treatment-specific model and 
database, and the current inadequacy of 
time and data, the Agency proposes the 
following apprc *ch to address land 
treatment of hazardous wastes under 
section 3004 (d), (e), and (g). 

a. The Agency will continue to 
develop a land treatment-specific back 
calculation model and database. 

b. To meet statutory deadlines that 
occur before the land treatment-specific 
back calculation model and database 
are available, screening concentrations 
for land treatment will be the same as 
screening concentrations for other types 
of land disposal units. 

c. If and when an appropriate and 
adequate land treatment-specific back 
calculation model and database can be 
developed, the Agency will use them to 
establish subsequent land treatment 
screening concentration determinations. 

d. If and when an appropriate and 
adequate land treatment-specific back 
calculation model and database can be 
developed, the Agency will review 
screening concentrations for land 


treatment made previously, using the 
generic land disposal model, and may 
make appropriate modifications based 
on the land treatment-specific back 
calculation model and data base. 


2. Background 


Land treatment of hazardous waste 
involves the application of waste on the 
soil surface or incorporation of waste 
into the upper layers of the soil (zone of 
incorporation) in order to degrade, 
transform, or immobilize hazardous 
constituents present in the waste. As 
such, land treatment is both a treatment 
and a disposal operation. 

Because land treatment depends upon 
the dynamic physical, chemical, and 
biological procedures occurring in the 
treatment zone for success, it is 
especially important that the units be 
carefully operated to maintain optimum 
degradation and immobilization of 
hazardous constituents, and prevent 
environmental! contamination. 
Development of a treatment program 
both allows and demands detailed 
consideration of a large number of 
factors, including: 

a. Waste characteristics. 

b. Treatment zone characteristics. 

c. Climatic conditions. 

d. Operating procedures. 

The Agency has established 
standards for owners and operators of 
hazardous waste land treatment units 
under 40 CFR Part 264 Subpart M, and 
40 CFR Part 265, Subpart M, 
respectively. Many of the regulatory 
requirements for hazardous waste land 
treatment (HWLT) units are similar to 
those for other surface land disposal 
units (e.g., requirements regarding: 
Control of run-on and runoff, waste 
analysis, recordkeeping, ground water 
monitoring, control of wind dispersal of 
particulate matter). However, there are 
also significant differences in regulatory 
requirements for HWLT units that the 
Agency believes should be considered in 
developing and implementing the land 
treatment restrictions program. 

One of the most basic differences is 
that land treatment facilities are not 
required to have a liner or a cap as are 
other surface land disposal units such as 
landfills. Neither caps nor liners are 
requird for land treatment units because 
they would lead to conditions that 
would reduce microbial degradation of 
hazardous constituents and thus, would 
be counterproductive. Similarly, HWLT 
units are not required to have a leachate 
collection and removal system as is 
required for landfills and waste piles. 

While land treatment facilities are not 
required to have caps or liners, they are 
subject to a variety of stringent 
regulatory requirements that are-not 
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applied to any other type of land 
disposal units. Among the more 
important land treatment-specific 
requirements are: 

(i) Limitations on the types of waste 
that may be treated at HWLT units 
(§$§ 264.271(a)(1) and 264.272(a)). 

(ii) Specification of operating. 
practices necessary to maximize the 
success of degradation, transformation, 
and immobilization processes in the 
treatment zone (§ 264.271(a)(2)). 

(iii) Unsaturated zone monitoring 
requirements including soil monitoring 
and soil pore liquid monitoring 
(8§ 264.271(a)(3) and 264.278). 

(iv) Treatment zone limitations (i.e., 
maximum depth of 1.5 meters from the 


- initial soil surface, and more than 1 


meter above the seasonal high water 
table (§ 264.271(c)). 

(v) Land treatment demonstration 
(§ 264.272). 

(vi)*Modification of unit operating 
practices if results of the unsaturated 
zone monitoring program indicate a 
statistically significant increase in 
hazardous constituents below the 
treatment zone (§ 264.278(g)). 

(vii) Expanded recordkeeping 
requirements including waste 
application dates and rates (§ 264.279). 

(viii) Requirement to continue, during 
the closure and postclosure phases, all 
operations necessary to maximize 
degradation, transformations, or 
immobilization of hazardous 
constituents within the treatment zone 
(§ 264.280). 


3. Proposed Approach for Land 
Treatment 


The Agency believes that, in view of 
the many unique aspects of land 
treatment, it may not be desirable to 
make land treatment restriction 
decisions using the same back 
calculation models and data base to be 
used for the other land disposal options. 
The Agency, therefore, is developing a 
model that will represent the chemical, 
physical, and biological interactions 
between hazardous waste and soil in 
the treatment zone. The Agency then 
intends to integrate this treatment zone 
model with the back calculation models 
for air, surface water, and ground water 
that will be used for the other land 
disposal options, which are described in 
Unit IIA of this preamble. The 
integrated model will be modified, as 
necessary, to make it representative of 
land treatment units (e.g., the factors 
representing caps and liners will be 
eliminated). The integrated model will 
be used to establish health-based 
concentrations for land treatment 
operations. 
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The Agency realizes that it will be 
very difficult to develop a land 
treatment model and database due to 
the complex interactions between 
wastes and the treatment zone/ 
saturated zone, and the interdependence 
of input parameters, For example, the 
biodegradation rate for a given 
hazardous constituent may vary greatly, 
depending upon a large number of 
factors, including: Waste constituent 
structure, presence of other waste 
constituents, waste loading rate, degree 
of waste and soil mixing, and soil 
characteristics. In turn, many of these 
factors may depend upon other factors 
and/or vary greatly. 

The Agency believes that the complex 
interdependence and interactions of 
these variables, coupled with the current 
limited knowledge of ranges and 
distributions of values of some critical 
input parameters (e.g., biodegradation 
rates) will make the modeling effort very 
difficult at best. Although the Agency 
intends to continue developing the land 
treatment back calculation model and 
database, it recognizes the possibility 
that the ultimate conclusion of the 
development effort may be that 
development of an adequate, 
representative model or database is not 
feasible and that any special 
consideration of land treatment should 
be made on a site-specific basis through 
the petition process. The Agency will 
not be prepared to make a decision on 
the feasibility of developing the land 
treatment model and database until 
considerably more information is made 
available by ongoing research efforts 
and data requests. 

The Agency is concerned that even 
under the most optimistic scenario (i.e., 
the Agency can successfully develop a 
representative land treatment model 
and database), it is quite likely that a - 
land treatment-specific model and 
database will not be available in time to 
make prohibition determinations for 
solvents and dioxins within the 24- 
months statutory deadline established 
under section 3004(e) of RCRA. In such 
an event the Agency proposes to apply 
the screening concentration established 
for other types of land disposal units to 
land treatment operations. When the 
land treatment-specific model and 
database become available, the Agency 
will make necessary modifications, if 
any, to the screening concentrations for 
land treatment. The Agency believes 
that this is the most reasonable 
approach for several reasons. First, it 
will allow the Agency to develop the 
necessary model and database while 
meeting all of the statutory deadlines. 
Second, the Agency believes that use of 


the screening concentrations calculated 
for other types of units will be protective 
of human health and the environment 
pending development of land treatment 
screening concentrations; the Agency 
believes that the screening 
concentrations for land treatment will 
be higher than those established for 
landfills. Third, the Agency believes that 
the impact on industry of temporarily 
using the expectedly more stringent 
landfill screening concentration will be 
minimal, because little if any of the 
listed solvent- or dioxin-containing 
wastes identified in section 3004(e) are 
land treated. 


4. Request for Comments and 
Information 


EPA solicits comments on all aspects 
of its approach to HWLT and requests 
information that may be useful in 
implementing the Agency’s proposed 
plans. 

Issues on which EPA would like to 
receive comments include: 

a. Is a “generic” land treatment model 
appropriate for making restriction 
decisions on land treatment of 
hazardous waste? Or is land treatment 
so dependent on waste characteristics, 
site characteristics, and facility 
operating practices that development of 
a representative model is not feasible? 

b. If a generic land treatment model is 
used, how should the Agency address 
variability in waste characteristics, site 
characteristics and facility operating 
practices? 

c. Are critical data (e.g., 
biodegradation rates for hazardous 
constituents) adequate and available for 
making restriction decisions using a 
land treatment model? 

d. What timeframe should be used for 
the analysis? Should the analysis be 
limited to the active closure and post- 
closure phases of operation, or should it 
extend beyond the post-closure phase? 

The Agency also requests data and 
other additional information that would 
be useful in making land treatment 
determinations, including: 

(i) Chemical and physical 
characteristics of wastes at land 
treatment facilities (e.g., physical form, 
types and concentrations of chemical 
constituents, RCRA identification codes, 
waste volume). 

(ii) Information on land treatment 
design and operating measures (e.g., 
methods, rates and timing of waste 
application, pH adjustment, nutrient 
addition, use of tilling). 

(iii) Biodegradation rates for 
hazardous wastes and hazardous 
constituents. 

(iv) Site characteristics (e.g., soil 
characteristics, topography, climate). 
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V. Proposed Treatment Standards for 
Hazardous Wastes Containing Solvents 


Ai Background 


1. Summary of Congressional 
Mandate—Land Disposal Restrictions of 
Solvents 


According to the provisions in the 
1984 Amendments to RCRA, effective 24 
months after the date of enactment, 
further land disposal of solvents is 
prohibited unless the EPA determines 
that such prohibition is not required in 
order to protect human health and the 
environment. If the Agency fails to meet 
this deadline, these wastes will be 
banned automatically from further land 
disposal. Solvents are presumed banned 
unless the Agency sets treatment levels 
or persons generating these wastes 
successfully demonstrate that “no 
migration” will occur from the disposal 
unit. 

The statute specifically addresses the 
list of spent solvents in 40 CFR 261.31— 
EPA Hazardous Waste Nos. F001, F002, 
F003, F004, and F005. However, the 
Agency also is including the 
corresponding solvents listed in 40 CFR 
261.33 (e) and {f) (i.e., PO22, Uoo2, Uas1, 
U037, U052, U057, U070, U080, U112, 
U117, U121, U140, U154, U159, U161,- 
U169, U196, U210, U211, U220, U226, 
U228, and U239). The list of hazardous 
wastes identified as “P and U wastes” 
applies to the unused portion of 
commercial chemical products, off- 
specification commercial chemical 
products, manufacturing intermediates 
and spill residues which are intended 
for disposal. Since these wastes pose 
hazards identical to the corresponding 
spent solvents (listed in F001 through 
F005), the Agency believes that 
Congress also intended to prohibit 
further land disposal of these wastes 
within the 24-month timeframe. 

The Agency in today’s action is 
proposing treatment standards for the 
following spent solvents and 
commercial chemical products, off- 
specification commercial chemical 
products, manufacturing intermediates, 
and spill residues: 

F001—The following spent 
halogenated solvents used in 
degreasing: tetrachloroethylene, 
trichloroethylene, methylene chloride, 
1,1,1-trichloroethane, carbon 
tetrachloride, and ‘chlorinated 
fluorocarbons; all spent solvent 
mixtures/blends used in degreasing 
containing, before use, a total of 10 
percent or more (by volume) of one or 
more of the above halogenated solvents 
or those solvents listed in F002, F004, 
and F005; and still bottoms from the 
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recovery of these spent solvents and 
spent solvent mixtures. 

F002—The following spent 
halogenated solvents: 
tetrachloroethylene, methylene chloride, 
trichloroethylene, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, 
chlorobenzene, 1,1,2-trichloro-1,2,2- 
trifluoroethane, ortho-dichlorobenzene, 
and trichlorofluoromethane; all spent 
solvent mixtures/blends containing, 
before use, a total of 10 percent or more 
(by volume) of one or more of the above 
halogenated solvents or those solvents 
listed in F001, F004, and F005; and still 
bottoms from the recovery of these 
spent solvents and spent solvent 
mixtures. 

F003—The following spent non- 
halogenated solvents: xylene, acetone, 
ethyl acetate, ethyl benzene, ethy! ether, 
methyl isobutyl ketone, n-butyl alcohol, 
cyclohexanone, and methanol; all spent 
solvent mixtures/blends containing 
solely the above spent non-halogenated 
solvents; and all spent solvent mixtures/ 
blends containing, before use, one or 
more of the above non-halogenated 
solvents, and a total of ten percent or 
more (by volume) of one or more of 
those solvents listed in F001, F002, F004, 
and F005; and still bottoms-from the 
recovery of these spent solvenis and 
spent solvent mixtures. 

F004—The following spent non- 
halcgenated solvents: cresols and 
cresylic acid, and nitrobenzene; all 
spent solvent mixtures/blends 
containing, before use, a total of 10 
percent or more (by volume) of one or 
more of the above non-halogenated 
solvents or those solvents listed in F001, 
F002, and F005; and still bottoms from 
the recovery of these spent solvents and 
spent solvent mixtures. 

F005—The following non-halogenated 
solvents: toluene, methy! ethyl ketone, 
carbon disulfide, isobutanol, and 
pyridine; all spent solvent mixtures/ 
blends containing, before use, a total of 
10 percent or more (by volume) of one or 
more of the above non-halogenated 
solvents or those solvents listed in F001, 
F002, and F004; and still bottoms from 
the recovery of these spent solvents and 
spent solvent mixtures. 

P022—carbon disulfide 
U002—acetone 
U031—n butyl alcohol 
U037—chlorobenzene 
U052—cresois and cresylic acid 
U057—cyclohexanone 
‘U070—o-dichlorobenzene 
U080—methylene chloride 
U112—ethyl acetate 
U117— ethyl ether 
U121—1trichlorofluoromethane 
U140—isobutanol 
U154—methanol 


U159—methyl ethyl ketone 
U161—methy] isobutyl ketone 
U169—nitrobenzene 
U196—pyridine 
U210—tetrachloroethylene 
U211—carbon tetrachloride 
U220—toluene 
U226—1,1,1-trichloroethane 
U228—1trichloroethylene. 
U239—xylene 


The legislative history to the 1984 
Amendments to RCRA indicates that a 
waste may be restricted from land 
disposal not only on the basis of 
hazards posed by its inherent toxicity, 
but also becuase of its ability to degrade 
clay and synthetic liners and to mobilize 
relatively non-mobile hazardous 
constituents, when co-disposed with. 


. other hazardous waste (S. Rept. No. 98- 


284, 98th Cong., ist Sess. 14 (1983)). 
Since solvents exhibit these 
characteristics, the Agency has 
considered these overriding factors in 
developing treatment standards for 
solvents. 

The Agency is proposing in today's 
action to set screening levels for the 
individual solvents listed for “toxicity” 
(i.e., F001, F002, F004, F005, and the 
corresponding P and U wastes). The 
Agency is also prospoinga liner | 
protection threshold which is derived for 
the lowest concentration at which 
solvents are known to degrade liners. In 
cases where screening levels for the 
individual solvents exceed the liner 
protection threshold, the Agency will 
specify the liner protection threshold in 
lieu of the screening level. Thus, the 
liner protection threshold serves as a 
“safety cap” where-screening levels are 
not stringent enough to assure that 
solvents will not breech liners during the 
operating life of the facility. 

The Agency also is proposing the liner 
protection threshold in lieu of a 
screening level for ignitable solvents 
(F003). These solvents were listed as 
hazardous wastes solely becuase they 
exhibit the characteristic of ignitability 
(“toxicity” was not a basis for listing). 
Therefore, the Agency was not 
evaluated toxicological data for these 
solvents. 

EPA has determined that a number of 
technologiés are applicable to the 
treatment/recovery of solvent wastes, 
including biological degradation, steam 
stripping, carbon absorption, distillation, 
incineration, and fuel substitution. The 
Agency is proposing to identify “best 
demonstrated available” technologies 
for each solvent waste based upon the 
wastes’ physical form, the specific 
solvent constituents they contain, and 
the concentrations at which such 
constituents are present. For all solvent 
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wastes subject to today's proposed 
rulemaking, best demonstrated __ 
treatment technologies are identified 
that are capable of achieving the 
screening levels for the applicable 
solvent constituents they contain. 
Furthermore, although final evaluations 
have not yet been completed, 
preliminary results indicate that these 
best demonstrated treatment 
technologies do not pose total risks to 
human health and the environment 
greater than those posed in the direct 
land disposal of most categories of the 
solvent wastes subject to today’s 
proposed rulemaking. 

Accordingly, EPA is proposing the 
screening or liner protection thresholds 
as the section 3004{m) treatment 
standards for each applicable solvent 
constituent contained in the solvent 
wastes subject to today’s proposed 
rulemaking, capping off the required 
technology performance levels at these 
protective levels. 

EPA is proposing to establish 
immediate effective dates for all but 
three of the categories of solvent wastes 
subject to today’s proposed rulemaking: 
Solvent-water mixtures (wastewaters) 
containing less than 1 percent (10,000 
ppm) of total organic constituents and 
less than 1 percent (10,000 ppm) of total 
solids; inorganic sludges and solids 
containing less than 1 percent (10,000 
ppm) total organic constitutents; 
solvent-contaminated soils. The Agency 
is proposing 2-year national variances 
for these solvent wastes upon a 
determination that the capacities of 
alternative treatment technologies 
capable of achieving the treatment 
standards for these wastes (wastewater 
treatment units and incinerators), in 
conjunction with the capacities of 
alternative recovery and disposal 
technologies, are insufficient to 
accommodate the quantities of these 
solvent wastes currently managed in 
land disposal units. 


2. Description of the Solvent Listings 


On May 19, 1980, (45 FR 33119), the 
Agency listed 27 commonly used organic 
solvents as hazardous wastes when - 
spent or discarded. The solvents were 
listed as Hazardous Waste Nos. F001, 
F002, F003, F004, and F005. The listed 
solvents consist of certain spent 
halogenated and non-halogenated 
solvents, and still bottoms from the 
recovery of these solvents. A solvent-is 
considered “spent” when it has been 
used and is no longer fit for use without 
being regenerated, reclaimed, or 
otherwise reprocessed. Manufacturing 
process wastes containing these 
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solvents are not covered under the 
listing. 

When the Agency promulgated the 
solvent listings, a major regulatory 
loophole was created by the manner in 
which the listing were originally 
structured—that is, only the pure form of 
the solvents or technical grade were 
covered by the listing. Therefore, the 
Agency amended the listing to include 
mixtures containing a total of 10 percent 
or more (by volume) of one or more of 
the listed solvents, as published in the 
. Federal Register of December 31, 1985 
(50 FR 53315). 

The Agency also listed as hazardous 
waste certain commercial chemical 
products, manufacturing chemical 
intermediates or off-specification 
commercial chemical products (under 40 
CFR 261.33(e) and (f)). Commercial 
chemical products and manufacturing 
chemical intermediates are defined as 
chemical substances which are 
manufactured or formulated for 
commercial or manufacturing use, and 
which consist of the commercially pure 
grade of the chemical, any technical 
grades of the chemical that are produced 
or marketed, and all formulations in 
which the chemical is the sole active 
ingredient. Section 261.33 also lists as 
hazardous wastes off-specification 
variants and the residues and debris 
from the cleanup of spills of these 
chemicals. Finally, certain containers 
that have held these chemicals also are | 
hazardous wastes under §261.7. 


B. Physical and Chemical 
Characteristics of Solvents 


Large volumes of solvents are used in 
a variety of industries because of their 
inherent ability to dissolve and mobilize 
other constituents. For example, 
solvents are used in dry cleaning, vapor 
degreasing, and cold cleaning of metals 
and parts; extraction of oils and waxes; 
in solvent drying; and dye 
manufacturing. Solvents also are used 
as extractants, diluents, and chemical 
intermediates. When land disposed, the 
ability of solvents to dissolve and 
mobilize other constituents may cause 
adverse effects-such as degradation of 
liners, mobilization of co-disposed 
wastes, air emissions, and ground water 
contamination. The characteristics of 
solvents can be quantified using 
physical and chemical parameters such 
as solubility, vapor pressure and liquid 
density. In addition, biodegradation, 
bioaccumulation, oxidation, hydrolysis, 
and photodegradation indicate whether 
solvents are likely to persist in the 
environment once they have migrated 
from the land disposal unit. Two of 
these parameters, solubility and vapor 
pressure, are discussed in today's 


action. The other parameters are 
addressed in the Background Document 
for solvents to support this proposed 
rule (Ref. 4). 


1. Solubility 


Solubility is a measure of the mass of 
a substance that has disssolved in or 
become miscible with water at a given 
temperature and pressure. When applies 
to solvents, this measure may be used as 
an indication of which solvents are more 
likely to enter into the aqueous phase 
and how fast they would enter that 
phase. Solvents that possess high 
solubility. values will enter into the 
aqueous phase more readily than 
solvents with low solubility values. 


. Hence, solubility may be used to 


indicate the potential of a solvent to 
migrate into and remain with the ground 
water beneath a land disposal facility 
(Ref. 95). 

In general, many of the halogenated 
solvents are less soluble than the non- 
halogenated solvents. Solvents, such as 
chlorobenzene, carbon tetrachloride, 
tetrachloroethylene, and o- 
dichlorobenzene have low solubilities, 
while non-halogenated solvents, such as 
pyridine, methyl] ethyl ketone, and 
isobutanol have very high solubilities 
(Ref. 95). Despite their low solubilities, 
halogenated solvents have been found: 
in ground water, well water, and surface 
water. Anderson and Jones (Ref. 15) 
reported that both halogenated and non- 
halogenated solvents were found as 
contaminants in drinking water wells 
and in surface water. A study of 50 
industrial waste land disposal sites 
demonstrated that in 80 percent of the 
sites, ground water was contaminated 
with halogenated organics (Ref. 33). 


2. Vapor Pressure 


Vapor pressure is the pressure which 
is exerted by a gas at equilibrium with 
its solid and liquid states at a given 
temperature. A solvent's vapor pressure 
may be used as an indication of its 
volatility. The higher the vapor pressure, 
the greater the tendency of a solvent to 
volatilize. Solvents with high vapor 
pressures may present a substantial risk 
from air emissions when placed in open 
disposal areas, i.e., surface 
impoundments and land treatment (Ref. 
100). Coupled with low solubilities, 
these solvents readily volatilize. For 
example, solvents with high vapor 
pressures and low solubilities, such as 
trichlorofluoromethane, carbon 
disulfide, 1,1,2-tricholoro-1,2,2- 
trifluoroethane, and carbon 
tetrachloride, are more likely to 
volatilize into the atmosphere rather 
than remain in the disposal unit, 
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C. Characterization of Solvent Wastes 
1. Solvent Waste Characteristics 


Spend solvents typically are sludges, 
wastewaters, and liquids. Residues from 
treatment of these wastes consists of 
still bottoms, incinerator ash, 
wastewaters, and, in some cases, 
stabilized or solidified wastes. The 
majority of spent solvent wates, 
however, are liquids or sludges. Of the 
listed spent solvent wastes disposed in 
1981, the greatest quantities were 
inorganic liquids, organic liquids, and 
inorganic sludges (Ref. 41). 

Spent solvent wastes may vary in 
composition. For example, these wastes 
may contain contaminants, such as 
chemicals, inorganic materials, organic 
materials, sorbents, dirt, ash, metals, 
and water. In addition the waste’s 
actual solvent content varies from waste 
to waste. Liquid solvent waste can 
contain up to 90 percent of the original 
solvent. A solvent sludge waste may 
contain between 10 and 50 percent of 
the original solvent. Incineration ash, on 
the other hand, generally contains 
solvents only in the parts per billion 
range. 

Solvents listed under 40 CFR 261.33(e) 
and (f) are the unused portions of 
commercial chemical products, 
manufacturing chemical intermediates, 
or off-specification commercial chemical 
products that are intended to be 
discarded. These wastes may be liquids 
or solids. Certain containers or inner 
liners removed from a container that has 
been used to hold a commercial 
chemical product or manufacturing 
chemical intermediate and any residue 
or contaminated soil, water, or other 
debris resulting from the cleanup of a 
spill also are covered by the listing. 

2. Quantity of Solvents Currently Land 
Disposed . 

Approximately 3.1 billion gallons of 
spent solvent waste were generated in 
1981 (Ref. 9). This includes the solvents 
covered in today’s proposal. The 
following quantities were land disposed 
in 1981; 


2 Including treatment and storage surface impoundments. 


Although EPA has promulgated 
regulations restricting disposal of liquids 
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in landfills, these regulations do not 
have a significant impact on the 
quantities of solvents being land 
disposed. The majority of spent solvents 
destined for land disposal typically have 
been solids or sludges. Moreover, liquid 
solvent wastes are typically disposed of 
in surface impoundments and, therefore, 
are not subject to the prohibition for 
liquid wastes in landfills. 


D. EPA Concerns With the Land 
Disposal of Solvents 


1. Adverse Health Effects 


When EPA promulgated the first 
phase of the hazardous. waste 
regulations in 1981, solvents were listed 
because of their inherent toxicity (and 
ignitability), Many of these solvents are 
known carcinogens, teratogens, 
mutagens, or neurotoxins. Others are 
associated with acute and chronic 
adverse health effects such as kidney, 
liver and lung damage (Refs. 100 and 
111). Since solvents are mobile and 
persist in the environment, the Agency 
is concerned that, when land disposed, 
these solvents may readily migrate to 
ground water. In addition, since some 
solvents are highly volatile, the Agency 
is also concerned that toxic vapors from 
these waste may result in human health 
hazards during handling and land 
disposal. 


2. Solvent/Liner Interactions 


Currently available information 
indicates that exposure to dilute 
aqueous solutions of solvents could 
result in deterioration of flexible 
membrane liners. Diluted solvents 
appear to have little effect on 
compacted soil liners in short-term 
exposure tests. There is not, however, 
sufficient information available to 
predict the effect on soil liners from 
long-term exposure to dilute solutions. 
Additional research is needed not only 
on possible long-term effects of dilute 
solutions, hut also on mechanisms by 
which concentrated solvent phases may 
be generated in landfills or surface 
impoundments. 

a. Interactions between solvents and 
flexible membrane liners (FMLs). There 
are a variety of mechanisms by which 
solvents can interact with FMLs. In 
general, most FMLs will adsorb 
solvents, which can result in swelling 
and decreased physical strength in the 
liner material (Ref. 54). Additionally, 
solvents can leach plasticizers out of 
certain types of FMLs, causing the liner 
material to shrink and become brittle 
(Ref. 56). 

One possible mechanism by which 
solvents may interact with synthetic 
liners involves the solubility parameter 


theory. This theory was developed 
originally for predicting the behavior of 
simple liquids in solution. Recently, 
however, the solubility parameter theory 
has been extended to the behavior of 
complex liquids in solution, the behavior 
of liquid mixtures, and the behavior of 
polymers (such as those found in 
synthetic liners). The basic assumption 
behind the theory is that any given 
molecule will be attracted to any other 
molecule provided that they exhibit 
similar physical and chemical factors, 
such as cohesive energy density, 
hydrogen bonding and polar bonding. 
The physical and chemical factors of a 
liquid or polymer are analyzed and 
weighted to determine the total 
solubility parameter. The total solubility 
parameters for liquid mixtures or 
solutions is determined by adding up the 
individual parameters for each 
component, weighted by their volume 
fraction in solution. Thus, the solubility 
parameter for a dilute solvent solution 
equals the parameter for that solvent 
(weighted by its volume in the solution) 
and for water (weighted by its volume in 
the solution) (Ref. 90). 

Liquids, solutions or polymers with 
like solubility parameters will be 
attracted to one another. Thus, wastes 
with total solubility parameters similar 
to those of a polymer used to fabricate 
an FML may adsorb into the liner 
causing the liner to dissolve or swell 
and, therefore, potentially fail. 

Barton and Burrell (Refs. 20, 21, and 
31) provide comprehensive tabulations 
of solubility parameters for common 
solvents and polymers. Almost all 
individual solvents contained in F001 
through F005 and the polymers used to 
fabricate FMLs fall within a solubility 
parameter range of 7.4 to 10.7 cal/cm* 
(Refs. 56 and 95). Consequently, when 
these polymers come into contact with 
waste liquids containing solvents or 
solvent mixtures, at any concentration, 
swelling or dissolution of the polymer is 
likely to occur. 

Haxo (Ref. 53) indicated that swelling 
of an FML is associated with 
deterioration in the FMLs’ physical 
properties (i.e., loss of mechanical 
strength, softening, increased 
permeability, tendency to creep, etc.). In 
a recent study, Haxo et al. (Ref. 56) 
examined the swelling of 12 FMLs 
submerged in a series of nine pure 
solvents with different solubility 
parameters (6.8 to 14.5). All the FMLs 
showed significant swelling after 
exposure to most of the solvents. It 
should be noted that, even without 
showing much swelling, FML properties, 
such as tear resistance, puncture 
resistance, gain in permeability, tensile 
strength, and propensity to undergo 
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stress-cracking, can be affected by 
solvents (Ref. 56). 

There are few data available on the 
impact of dilute solvents on the physical 
properties of FMLs. However, in one 
study, 12 FMLs were exposed for 500 
days to a dilute aqueous solution of a 
solvent (Ref. 55). The data indicated that 
even very low concentrations of 
solvents may deteriorate FMLs. 

A study conducted by the Federal 
Environmental Agency of Germany (Ref. 
18) tested 13 solvents, both in their 
dilute and pure form, against 14 FMLs of 
various types and thicknesses. Two of 
the test solvents, xylene and toluene, 
permeated through the FMLs at faster 
rates than would be expected. A 
solution of 200 ppm xylene mixed in 
water permeated through a high density 
polyethylene liner sample at a rate of 1.6 
gm/m2/day, while a solution of 500 ppm 
toluene permeated through a high 
density polyethylene liner sample at a 
rate of 2.0 gm/m?/day. These rates are ~ 
only 10 to 50 times lower than the rates 
of the pure solvents (Ref. 18). 

Solvents are also known to diffuse 
through FMLs. Lord et al. (Ref. 71) 
reported that benzene diffused through 
ethylene propylene diene rubber, 
polyvinyl chloride, and chlorinated 
polyethylene at the rate of 2x 107° 
1.3X10-* and 61077 cm?/sec, 
respectively. Diffusion coefficients of 
this magnitude would allow benzene to 
pass through a 30 mil sheet of these 
materials in about 2 years if the initial 
concentration was as little as 100 ppm. 

There are no data available on the 
effect of solvent mixtures on FMLs. In 
addition, these mixed solvent effects 
cannot always be predicted on the basis 
of solubility parameters (Ref. 95). There 
are cases where a polymer that was 
insoluble in individual solvents was 
quite soluble when these solvents were 
mixed (Ref. 74). 

Solvent wastes are often complex 
mixtures of sc!vents. Several FML 
experts have suggested that no single 
FML is likely to be resistant to the 
complete range of solvents (Refs. 53 and 
96). Complex mixtures of solvents will, 
therefore, increase the probability that 
at least one component of the solvent 
mixture will adversely affect the 
physical properties of an FML. 

b. Interactions between solvents and 
compacted soil liners. Several studies 
have shown that concentrated solvents 
with properties similar to those in F001 
through F005 can greatly increase the 
permeability of clay soils (Refs. 89 and 
122), clay minerals (Refs. 30 and 72), and 
compacted soil liners (Refs. 14, 15, 28, 
and 45). More recent studies have 
indicated that it is primarily the low 
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dielectric constant of these concentrated 
solvents which is associated with the 
permeability increases (Refs. 29 and 75). 
The high dielectric constant of water 
causes the expanded clay minerals to 
swell and disperse. In the context of a 
compacted soil liner, clay mineral 
swelling and dispersal tends to decrease 
the effective diameter of soil pores, and 
thereby decrease permeability of the 
liner. If subsequently exposed to 
solvents with dielectric constants of less 
than 50, the clay minerals will tend to 
flocculate (Ref. 29). When the clay 
minerals in a soil liner flocculate, the 
soil liner will begin to shrink, crack, and 
exhibit large increases in permeability. 
All of the solvents in F001 through F005 
have dielectric constants of 36 or less 
(Refs. 14, 57, and 95). Consequently, if 
any of these undiluted solvents is placed 
in soil-lined land disposal facilities, the 
permeability of the soil liner may be 
greatly increased. 

. The effect of aqueous solutions 
containing solvents on the permeability 
of soil liners has been shown tobe _ 
related to the concentration of the 
solvents. Brown and Thomas (Ref. 29) 
found that the permeability of soil liners 
increased when the concentration of 
solvent in water was sufficient to 
decrease the dielectric constant of the 
solution below 50 (the dielectric 
constant of water equals 78.5). For the 
solvents in F001 through F005, there 
would need to be a solvent 
concentration in water of at least 
several percent before the mixture 
would have a dielectric constant of less 
than 50. However, few of the solvents in 
F001 through F005 are soluble in water 
at concentrations greater than a few 
percent. These solvents will separate 
from water and form a concentrated 
solvent phase. Therefore, an aqueous 
solution containing F001 through F005 
solvents may yield a concentrated 
solvent which may adversely affect a 
‘ soil liner provided that the solution has 
a dielectric constant less than 50. 

The ability for concentrated solvents 
to migrate rapidly through clay soils and 
compacted soil liners has been verified 
in field-scale studies using solvent 
wastes (Ref. 27) and at hazardous waste 
disposal facilities where solvents have 
been disposed (Ref. 50). Dilute solutions 
of solvents appear to have little effect 
on soil liners in short-term tests (Ref. 
37). Brown et al., (Ref. 28) tested the 
effect of 100, 75, 50, 25, 12.5, and 2 
percent acetone diluted with water on a 
compacted micaceous soil. The results 
showed an increase in permeability of 
the soil when the acetone concentration 
in the solution was greater than 50 
percent; however, the dilute solutions of 


less than 50 percent acetone showed no 
increase in permeability of the soil. 
Brown theorized that at the low acetone 
concentrations the solution may have 
caused dispersion and swelling of the 
clay which would be more likely to lead 
to a decrease in permeability rather than 
an increase. The higher concentration of 
acetone, however, may have caused 
flocculation and shrinkage of the clay 
resulting in an increase in permeability. 
Although this study showed little 
adverse effects from a low 
concentration solvent on a soil liner, it is 
possible that in the long-term the solvent 
eventually may cause an increase in 
permeability. Overall, little is known 
about the long-term effects of dilute 
solvents on the permeability of soil 
liners. 

Several mechanisms have been 
suggested by which concentrated 
solvent phases may be generated after a 
solvent-bearing waste has been placed 
in a landfill, as follows: 

i. Waste solids may biodegrade, losing 
the ability to retain solvents (Ref. 17). 

ii. Solvents may be displaced or 
washed from waste solids or sorbents 
by water percolating through the landfill 
(Ref. 14). 

iii. Waste solids may release solvents 
in response to gravitational forces (Ref. 
17). 

iv. Solvents may be squeezed out as 
waste solids consolidate due to 
overburden pressures (Ref. 17). 

v. Solvents may be separated from 
water due to decreases in their 
solubility inducted by changes in the 
temperature and/or ionic strength of the 
aqueous solution. 

vi. Solvents may volitalize from water 
and condense elsewhere, forming more 
concentrated solutions. 

vii. Percolation of solvent-water 
mixtures through waste solids may tend 


to concentrate one phase through either ~ 


molecular sieving or preferential 
adsorption. 

There are many methods used in 
organic chemistry to separate liquid 
phases. Additional research is needed to 
determine the extent to which these 
methods and the mechanisms discussed 
above may result in the formation of 
concentrated solvent phases in landfills 
or surface impoundments which may 
pose deleterious effects on liner 
systems. With the information that is 
currently available, it is not possible to 
determine the effect of long-term 
exposure to dilute solutions of solvents 
on soil liners. 


3. Mobilization of Other Hazardous 
Constituents 


Solvents are used in commerce 
primarily for their ability to dissolve or 
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disperse (mobilize) other substances. 
For example, studies conducted on PCB- 
contaminated soils demonstrated that 
more than 95 percent of the PCBs were 
extracted from these soils using acetone 
as a solvent (Ref. 92). Since solvents are 
known to degrade and in some cases, 
permeate both synthetic and clay liners, 
the Agency is concerned that solvents 
may readily facilitate migration of other 
non-mobile or relatively immobile 
hazardous constituents from the land 
disposal unit. 

A recent study conducted by the 
Agency supports its claim that solvents 
may increase the mobility of other 
compounds (Ref. 43). The study 
demonstrates that wastes containing 
aromatic solvents and chlorinated 
solvents, as well as surfactants, 
generally increase the mobility of 
compounds adsorbed onto a synthetic 
waste. Wastes such as electroplating 
waste, American Petroleum Institute 
separator sludge, lime-stabilized waste 
and an unstabilized sludge were used in 
the study. However, due to the 
complexity and diversity of these 
wastes some chromatographic 
interferences and reproducibility 
problems.occurred. (The wastes 
contained high concentrations of a 
variety of solvents.) The Agency 
therefore is contemplating doing further 
research and applying synthetic waste 
using a standard leaching solution with 
single solvents or binary mixtures of 
common organic solvents added at low 
levels. Such a protocol will assure 
homogeneity and allow for stability 
testing. Information from the study could 
then be used to assess better and 
possibly predict the mobilizing power of 
common organic solvents at low levels. 

Although these data clearly indicate 
that solvents may mobilize other 
hazardous constituents present in land 
disposal units, the Agency believes that 
the treatment standards (i.e., the health- 
based thresholds and liner protection 
threshold) are below concentrations 
which may elicit this effect. For 
example, the Agency has found that in a 
field-model lysimeter test conducted 
during development of the TCLP, the 
presence of toluene in the range of 1 to 2 
parts per million (i.e., the level of the 
liner protection threshold) did not 
appear to affect significantly the 
leaching of organic compounds (see Unit 
III.D). Since the treatment standard for 
the individual solvents does not exceed 
2 ppm, the Agency believes that the data 
indicate that solvents at this 
concentration will not increase the 
leachability of relatively non-mobile 
constituents. Moreover, since toluene is 
a “strong” solvent, it can reasonably be 
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expected that solvents with equal or 
lesser solubility also will not affect 
leachability of other constituents. 

In light of the limited data available 
on mobilization power of solvents, in 
particular, whether solvents present in 
concentrations at or below the liner 
protection threshold will mobilize other 
constituents, the Agency is initiating 
further studies. When additional data 
becomes available, the Agency will re- 
evaluate the liner protection threshold. 
In the interim, however, the Agency is 
requesting comments and data on this 
issue. 


4. Volatilization of Solvents From Land 
Disposal Sites 


Many solvents are highly volatile. As 
such, these solvents are likely to escape 
into the atmosphere. In particular, 
solvents with high vapor pressure and 
low solubilities (such as 
chlorofluorocarbons, carbon disulfide 
and carbon tetrachloride) will volatilize 
rather than remain in the disposal unit. 
The Agency is concerned that these 
toxic solvents when airborne may pose 
adverse effects to humans and animals. 
Also, certain solvents such as 
chlorofluorocarbons are known.to pose 
environmental harm {i.e., depletion of 
the ozone layer). 

The California Air Resources Board 
(ARB) conducted a study designed to 
measure the escape of volatile organics 


Se 


“Data tt avalee at present time for Cresylic Acid 
Risk Specific Dose at 10- sqrt frac fractionated): 
Maximum Contaminant Level 


“Aad eden 
* Base Hydrolysis. 
* Neutral Hydrolysis. ~_ 


Level (not fractionated) 


Data Undergoing Verification. 
Based on surface water screening procedure. 


from land disposal areas. The study 


showed that high levels of hydrocarbons 


were being emitted from major 
hazardous waste disposal sites. The 
levels detected, in some cases, were 
several orders of magnitude higher than 
the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standard for hydrocarbon emissions. 
From the results of the study, ARB 
concluded that current land disposal 
practices do not adequately prevent the 
air emissions of certain organic 
compounds, but instead allow 
substantial emissions of these 
compounds {Ref. 4). 

The Agency believes that the 
treatment standards proposed in today's 
action will substantially reduce air 
emissions due to the land disposal 
solvent wastes. However, as discussed 
earlier, the Agency is developing a back 
calculation procedure to assess the 
effects of air emissions. The Agency's 
plans for that procedure, as well as that 
procedure’s effect on the treatment 
standards being proposed today, are 
discussed in Unit HILA.4. 


5. Contamination of Soil and Ground 
Water Solvent 


Contamination of soil-and ground 
water has occurred at several landfill 
sites. In Wilsonville, Illinois, a 
hazardous waste landfill was found to - 
be leaking. Concentrations of 
halogenated organics as high as 36 


TABLE 10—HEALTH-BASED THRESHOLDS 
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percent were found in monitoring wells 
9 feet from the site (Ref. 93). 

These data clearly demonstrate that 
solvents may migrate from landfills to 
surrounding soils and ground water 
where they may cause harm to humans 
and the environment. 


E. Screening Levels/Liner Protection 
Threshold 


Since solvents are known to degrade 
clay and synthetic liners and to mobilize 
other hazardous constituents when co- 
disposed with hazardous wastes, the 
Agency cannot be assured that 
screening levels, based on toxicity 
concerns are protective of human health 
and the environment. Therefore, the 
Agency has developed a liner protection 
threshold which takes into account the 
effects of solvents on liners. 


1. Applicability of Screening Levels 


The Agency has derived screening 
levels for the solvents listed on the basis 
of toxicity using the ground water back - 
calculation model. In calculating these 
levels, the Agency used the apportioned 
RfD for noncarcinogens, or MCL or RSD 
(10-*) for carcinogens as the starting 


‘point. 


The Agency has developed the 
following health-based thresholds for 
constituents in solvents wastes in the 
following Table 10: 


level (mg/1) 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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2. Derivation of the Liner Protection 
Threshold 


As described earlier, several studies 
demonstrate that solvents degrade 
FMLs. Although the data does not show 
effects of dilute solvent concentrations 
on soil liners, the Agency believes that 
these low concentrations may likewise 
degrade liners given a longer exposure 
time (liner compatibility tests generally 
are conducted for only a few months to 
a year). Moreover, waste/liner. 
compatibility tests of incoming solvent 
wastes do not take into account possible 
waste-to-waste interactions within the 
disposal facility. These interactions may 
allow a previously compatible solvent to 
combine with other solvents (or other 
chemicals) and result in a mixture which 
can degrade soil liners. Thus, in 
developing a liner protection threshold, 
the Agency relied on a liner 
compatibility study which demonstrates 
increased permeability of an FML 
exposed over a period of 30 days to a 
dilute solution containing 0.02 percent 
(200 ppm) xylene and water (Ref. 18). 
The Agency believes that the data 
represent the lowest concentration at 
which solvents are known to degrade 
FMLs. The Agency applied the 200 ppm 
level as the starting point in calculating 
the liner protection threshold. However, 
lower concentrations of solvents may 
likewise affect liners given sufficient 
exposure time. For example, 
concentrated solvent phases may be 
generated from these dilute solutions as 
a result of volatilization and 
condensation, or solvents may be 
generated from these dilute solutions 
may be squeezed out of solution due to 
pressure within the disposal facility. In 
addition, factors such as interactions 
with co-disposed wastes, effects of 
solvent mixtures, and liner type (i.e., 
high density polyethylene (HDPE), 
polyvinyl chloride (PVC), ethylene 
propylene rubber (EPDM), chlorinated 
polyethylene (PEC), ethylene copolymer 
asphalt (ECB)) may also effect 
permeability. Additional research is 
needed to determine the extent to which 
dilute solutions of solvents and solvent 
mixtures may affect liners over the long 
term. 

In light of these uncertainties and data 
gaps, the Agency derived the liner 
protection threshold by dividing the 200 
ppm starting point by an uncertainty 
factor of 100. The choice of this factor is 
based on extrapolation from short-term 
exposure (30 days) to the actual 
operating life of the facility combined 
with the factors described earlier. The 
calculated liner protection threshold is 2 


ppm. 


The Agency is soliciting comments on 
the derivation of the liner protection 
threshold. The Agency also is seeking 
data on solvent/liner interactions. In 
particular, EPA is interested in data 
which demonstrate the effects of dilute 
solutions and solvent mixtures on FMLs. 


3. Applicability of the Liner Protection 
Threshold 


a. Toxic solvents. Screening levels are 
intended to identify levels at which land 
disposal is protective based on a 
consideration of the toxic effects of 
constituents. However, the Agency is 
concerned not only with the toxic effects 
of solvents but also, as discussed above, 
their effects on liners. Therefore, the 
Agency is specifying the liner protection 
threshold in lieu of a screening level 
where the screening level for an 
individual solvent may not be stringent 
enough to protect liners during the 
operating life of the facility (i.e., the 
screening levels exceeds the liner 
protection threshold). 

The liner protection threshold 
overrides the screening levels for the 
following toxic solvents: 


The Agency is requesting comments 
on all aspects of today’s proposal for the 
solvents land disposal restriction. In 
particular, it is requesting data on the 
effects of dilute solvent solutions and 
mixtures on clay and synthetic liners 
and also data on the ability of solvents 
to mobilize other hazardous waste. In 
addition, the Agency is requesting 
comments on the liner protection 
threshold determination. 

b. Jgnitable solvents (F003). The F003 
solvents were listed solely because they 
exhibit the characteristic of ignitability. 
Therefore, they are not included in 
either Appendix VII or VIII. 

At this time, the Agency is evaluating 
data which indicate that these solvents 
may be toxic. The results of this 
evaluation are expected in early 
February 1986. If these data support 
listing these solvents as “toxic” wastes, 
the Agency will add these solvents to 
both Appendices VII and VIII, amend 
the listings to include these solvents in 
the list of ignitable/toxic solvents 
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(F005), and establish screening levels for 
these wastes. Since it is unlikely that 
these tasks can be completed within the 
timeframe established for this 
rulemaking, the Agency is proposing, in 
the interim, to establish the liner 
protection threshold as the treatment 
standard for ignitable solvents. Once 
screening levels are developed for these 
solvents the Agency will re-evaluate 
these levels. 

Data from delisting petitions 
addressed in the solvents restrictions 
Background Document (Ref. 4) show that 
treated waste or waste which naturally 
meets the 2 ppm threshold will no longer 
exhibit the characteristic of ignitability. 
Several liner compatibility studies show 
effects on FMLs caused by ignitable 
solvents such as acetone, xylene, 
methanol and ethy] acetate. For 
example, effects were seen at 
concentrations of 5.0, 0.02, 5.0, and 5.0 
percent respectively (Ref. 18). These 
solvents have solubility parameters 
similar to those of the polymers used to 
fabricate FMLs and, therefore, are more 
likely to cause liners to swell or 
dissolve. Thus, the Agency believes that 
specifying the liner protection threshold 
as the treatment standard for ignitable 
solvents is appropriate and feasible. The 
Agency is proposing 2 ppm as the 
treatment standard for the following 
ignitable solvents: 


Xylene 

Acetone 

Ethyl] acetate 

Ethyl benzene 

Ethyl ether 

Methy] isobutyl ketone 
N-butyl alcohol 
Cyclohexanone 
Methanol 


F. Analysis of Treatment Technologies 
for Solvents and Determination of 
BDAT 


In order to set treatment standards for 
solvent wastes subject to this proposed 
rulemaking, the Agency must evaluate 
the ability of treatment technologies to 
remove, destroy, or immobilize the 
hazardous constituents that these 
wastes contain (see Unit II for an 
explanation of setting treatment 
standards). Based on its study of 
applicable treatment methods, EPA 
determines the best demonstrated 
achievable technology (or technologies) 
for hazardous wastes, and the 
performance of these technologies (see 
Unit IIL.C for a discussion of the 
procedures to determine BDAT). This 
unit summarizes the analysis of ~ 
treatment technologies pertinent to 
solvent wastes. The Background 
Document for solvents to support this 
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proposed rule (Ref. 4) gives a detailed 
description of this analysis. 


1. Applicable Treatment Technologies 


The Agency has evaluated many 
treatment and recovery technologies for 
their ability to remove, destroy, or 
immobilize solvent constituents present 
in hazardous wastes. Recovery or 
recycling methods (e.g., reclamation and 
reuse) are included in this analysis 
because these technologies also remove 
or destroy hazardous constituents 
present in hazardous wastes. Treatment 
and recycling technologies potentially 
applicable to solvent wastes fall into 
three general categories: Separation/ 
removal techniques such as evaporation, 
air stripping, steam stripping, 
distillation, carbon adsorption, and resin 
adsorption; destruction techniques such 
as incineration, use as a fuel substitute, 
chemical oxidation and reduction, 
biological treatment, and wet air 
oxidation; and immobilization 
techniques such as encapulation and 
chemical fixation/ solidification. These 
technologies are described below. 

Separation/removal techniques are 
particularly applicable to many solvent 
wastes primarily because of the inherent 
volatile nature of many solvents. Since 
solvents are usually more volatile than 
the other constituents of the waste, they 
can often be removed by simple static 
evaporation or by passing air over or 
through the waste, a process called air 
stripping. Vapor pressure or volatility of 
organics increases as the temperature 
increases; therefore, the application of 
heat or steam, such as the use of steam 
stripping, can be used to increase the 
rate, and often efficiency, of separation 
and to remove solvents of relatively 
lower volatility. Distillation processes 
are also used to reclaim spent solvents 
based on the relative volatility of their 
organic constituents. In conclusion, the 
performance of these separation and 
removal methods for different solvents 
will vary because of the inherent 
differences in vapor pressures of the 
individual solvents. 

Solvents separated through steam 
stripping or distillation are typically 
recovered by condensation. Carbon 
adsorption is often used to capture less 
concentrated organic emissions from air 
stripping. Steam stripped solvents may 
require further treatment via distillation 
to purify enough for reuse. Distillation 
generates both a reclaimed solvent, 
which is reused, and a sludge, which 
normally requires further treatment by 
the destruction methods addressed 
below. 

Carbon and resin adsorption are also 
separation/removal techniques used 
primarily for aqueous wastes. The 


solvent constituents are removed by 
physical and/or chemical attraction on 
the surface of macro- and micro-pores of 
the adsorbents as the waste is passed 
through it. Solvents which have lower 
water solubility or higher molecular 
weight will generally be adsorbed more 
efficiently than those of high water 
solubility or low molecular weight. The 
spent carbon or resin can. be 
regenerated, producing a more 
concentrated solvent waste, or 
subjected to the destruction methods 
described below. 

Destruction techniques involve the 
processes of oxidation and reduction, 
which break the chemical bonds within 
the solvent molecules to produce smaller 
molecules and fewer hazardous 
compounds such as carbon dioxide, 
water, and hydrogen chloride. These 
techniques are applicable to all organic 
compounds. 

Incineration is the most efficient and 
rapid oxidation and destruction 
techniques currently available. The 
oxidation reaction occurs’at elevated 
temperatures, in the gaseous state, and 
with highly efficient mixing. These 
conditions are the most highly 
favorable, both kinetically and 
thermodynamically, which currently 
exist for oxidation. Several other 
technologies, such as wet air oxidation, 
incorporate variations on these 
favorable conditions by either using 
even higher temperatures, higher 
pressures, or more efficient mixing. 

Chemical oxidation and reduction 
techniques generally involve the 
addition of chemical reagents (i.e., 
oxidants and reductants) to the waste, 
at or near ambient temperature and 
pressures. Typical reagents include 
chlorine, chlorine dioxide, hypochlorite, 
ozone, hydrogen peroxide, potassium 
permanganate, sodium bisulfite, sodium 
borohydride, and sodium or potassium 
metal. While these reactions can be 
quite efficient, they occur at much lower 
reaction rates compared to oxidation 
rates of incineration and are more 
sensitive to interferences and competing 
reactions. Data indicate that these rates 
can often be improved by application of 
low energy through ultraviolet 
irradiation, by addition of inorganic 
catalysts, and by use of efficient mixing 
devices. The oxidation techniques are 


‘primarily applicable to aqueous waste 


because of the ease with which the 
reagents can be added and mixed. The 
reduction techniques which involve the 
addition of sodium or potassium metal 
are designed for non-aqueous wastes 
because of their reactivity with water 
and are designed to strip halogens off of 
the halogenated solvents. These 
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reagents are dangerously reactive and 
have limited application. 

Biological treatment accomplishes 
destruction via chemical oxidation and 
reduction within the cell walls of 
various biota such as bacteria, virus, 
fungi, and other microbes. Theoretically, 
all of the solvent constituents can be 
biodegraded, but many constituents are 
toxic to the organisms at even low 
levels. All constituents must be present 
below toxic concentrations if 
biodegradation is to occur. While 
biological reactions can be quite 
efficient for some wastewaters and 
hazardous constituents, they generally 
require more lengthy reaction and 
contact time than nonbiological 
reactions. The biota are generally quite 
sensitive to concentrations of other.toxic 
constituents (e.g., metals such as arsenic 
and cadmium). The processes also 
require maintenance of nutrient levels, 
and removal of spent biomass, It is 
necessary to develop the specific 
biomass necessary for degradation 
through an acclimation process. 

Immobilization techniques have been 
demonstrated on a limited number of 
wastes and have yet to be verified as 
practically applicable to all solvent 
constituents. Theoretically, any organic 
molecule (and, therefore, any solvent) 
can be entrapped in an inorganic or 
organic matrix and immobilized. This is 
the concept of microencapsulation. 
However, sufficient amounts of reagents 
must be present in order to surround the 
molecule completely. Data also indicate 
that there may exist a limit on the total 
organic content, not just the solvent 
content, which can be 
microencapsulated or chemically fixed 
in a solid inorganic matrix. The choice 
of an organic matrix for 
microencapsulation must consider the 
solubility of the matrix in the solvent 
being encapsulated. 

All of the aforementioned 
technologies appear to have some 
applicability to solvent wastes. In the 
following unit, EPA discusses the extent 
of this applicability for the technologies 
that are demonstrated. 


2. Demonstrated Treatment 
Technologies 


The Agency evaluated data on the use 
of the treatment technologies described 
above to treat solvent-containing waste 
codes F001 through F005 as well as P- 
and U-listed solvent wastes. Solvent 
wastes fall into two general treatability 
groups: (1) solvent-water mixtures (i.e., 
wastewaters) or other liquids containing 
solvents that are amenable to 
separation/removal techniques (e.g.. 
steam stripping, carbon adsorption, 
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distillation); and (2) liquids, sludges, and 
solids containing solvents that are not 
amenable to these methods. Solvent 
wastes from which the solvent 
constituents cannot be separated or 
removed usually require complete 
destruction, using technologies such as 
incineration and fuel substitution. 

Often, EPA was not able to-determine 
if the available data pertaining to the 
treatment of solvents referred to the 
treatment of RCRA hazardous wastes, 
or waste streams that merely contained 
the constituents of concern. Therefore, 
EPA also studied data documenting 
treatment of any waste containing the 
solvent constituents addressed by this 
proposal (i.e., Appendix VII constituents 
of concern for F001 through F005 
wastes). Where data were lacking for 
certain constituents, EPA evaluated 
treatment data for similar compounds. 

EPA believes that the solvent waste 
for which it has treatment data is similar 
to solvent waste which is currently land 
disposed. Therefore, available treatment 
data should apply to most, if not all, 
wastes subject to this proposed rule. 
EPA recognizes that there may be land 
disposed wastes whose treatment is not 
represented by available treatment data. 
The Agency requests data describing 
any such wastes, including the waste 
characteristics that would affect their 
treatability. These data also should 
include data documenting the actual 
treatability of the wastes. 

EPA studies available data from full- 
scale, pilot-scale, and sometimes bench- 
scale treatment facilities to determine if 
the data demonstrated the treatment of 
wastes that adequately represent the 
treatability waste groups given above. 
EPA has identified the existence of full- 
scale, pilot-scale, and bench-scale 
facilities that demonstrate the general 
applicability of the following 
technologies for the treatment of solvent 
wastes: biological degradation, steam 
stripping, air stripping, carbon 
adsorption, distillation, incineration, 
and use as a fuel substitute (i.e., in 
industria! boilers and furnaces). The 
data, which are summarized below, 
show that all of the solvent wastes and 
constituents subject to’this rule can be 
treated by one or more of these 
technologies. Accordingly, EPA 
determines that such technologies meet 
the “demonstrated” component of the 
BDAT standard. 

The Agency has determined that the 
following potentially applicable 
technologies have not yet been 
sufficiently demonstrated on the solvent 
wastes and constituents of concern: _ 
resin adsorption, chemical oxidation, 
wet air oxidation, chemical reduction, 

-encapsulation, and chemical fixation/ 


solidification. While the Agency 
believes these technologies are 
theoretically applicable to many of the 
solvents constituents, the lack of 
adequate full-scale, pilot-scale, or 
bench-scale data for the treatment of the 
solvents of concern precludes these 
technologies from consideration in 
EPA's evaluation of BDAT. The Agency 
recognizes that the data on the use of 
technologies to treat solvent wastes are 
in a constant state of flux as these and 
other technologies are being developed 
and tested, and as facilities are being 
built. EPA believes, however, that the 
data available on the use of the 
technologies listed above to treat a 
representative sample of solvent wastes 
is insufficient to show that these 
technologies are demonstrated. The 
Agency solicits comments and data on 
the use of these technologies for treating 
solvent wastes, including paired influent 
and effluent values and air emissions 
data. This information will assist EPA in 
determining whether such technologies 
could form the basis of BDAT standards 
in the final rule. 

a. Steam and air stripping. The use of 
steam stripping to remove solvents is a 
widely recognized manufacturing 
process and waste treatment technology 
for separation of dilute solvents from 
water. Steam stripping is demonstrated 
on wastes containing concentrations of 
solvents as high as several thousand 
milligrams per liter. The organic 
chemicals industry and the pesticides" 
industry use full-scale steam stripping 
facilities to remove solvents from 
wastewaters. Steam stripping is also 
used full-scale and pilot-scale to remove 
solvents from contaminated ground 
water. Recent data indicate that there 
are at least 27 industrial steam stripping 
units, both commercial and private. Air 
stripping is commonly used full-scale 
and pilot-scale to remove solvent 
contaminants from ground water, as 
well as a pretreatment to biological 
degradation. Waste concentrations 
amenable to air stripping are typically 
less than 100 mg/l. 

Based on available treatment data, 
EPA believes that steam and air 
stripping are especially applicable to the 


. following solvents addressed in this 


rulemaking: chlorobenzene, 
ethylbenzene, methylene chloride, 
toluene, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, and 
trichloroethylene. Steam and air 
stripping have also been applied less 
successfully to other solvent 
constituents, such as acetone, methyl 
ethyl ketone, methyl isobutyl ketone, 
and nitrobenzene, which are-moderately 
or slightly volatile. Furthermore, based 
on their volatility, EPA believes that 
steam stripping is potentially applicable 
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to eight more solvents; carbon disulfide, 
carbon tetrachloride, chlorobenzene, 1, 
2-dichlorobenzene, tetrachloroethylene, 
1,1,1-trichloro-1,2,2-trifluoroethane, 
trichlorofluoromethane, and xylene. . 

b. Carbon adsorption. Activated 
carbon adsorption also is a widely 
recognized technology for the removal of 
organic compounds from wastewaters. 
Carbon adsorption is normally used to 
treat wastewaters containing less than a 
few hundred milligrams per liter of total 
organic constituents, although it has 
been used to treat up to 6,500 mg/1 of 
cresols. EPA has identified 
approximately 50 commercial facilities 
with full-scale carbon adsorption units. 
Carbon adsorption has been 
demonstrated to various degrees of 
effectiveness for most of the solvent 
constituents that are the subject of this 
rule. Data from full-scale facilities have 
shown that carbon adsorption is 
particularly effective for removing 
cresols, nitrobenzene, and toluene from 
wastewaters. EPA concludes that 
carbon adsorption is a demonstrated 
technology for the treatment of solvent 
wastes and constituents. 

c. Distillation. EPA estimates that 
there are at least 43 full-scale 
commercial solvent recyclers using 
some form of distillation for at least 149 
million gallons per year of solvents 
listed as F001 through F005. In addition, 
data indicate that there are over 4,000 
on-site solvent recyclers. Data are 
somewhat limited on these facilities 
because of their partial and previous 
exclusion from regulation under RCRA 
(see Unit III.B). Also, approximately 18 
million gallons of solvents produced by 
small quantity generators are recycled, 
principally by distillation. Data show 
that the following solvent constituents 
have been reclaimed by distillation: 
acetone, n-butyl alcohol, carbon 
disulfide, carbon tetrachloride, 
chlorobenzene, cyclohexanone, 1,2- 
dichlorobenzene, ethyl acetate, 
ethylbenzene, isobutanol, methyl 
isobutyl ketone, methanol, methylene 
chloride, tetrachloroethylene, 
trichloroethylene, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, 
and trichlorofluoromethane. Based on 
this information, EPA finds that 
distillation is a demonstrated technology 
for the treatment of certain solvent 
wastes (i.e., those with high enough 
organic and low enough solids content). 
As explained earlier, in most cases, 
further treatment of the distillation still 
bottoms is required. 

d. Biological degradation. Biological 
degradation is practiced extensively in 
the organic chemicals, pharmaceuticals, 
and related industries for the removal of 
soluble organic compounds from 





1720 


wastewaters. A considerable body of 
literature exists documenting the 
biodegradation of soluble organic : 
compounds via biological treatment. The 
range of concentrations of individual 
solvents in wastewaters that are 
amendable to biological treatment 
depends on the toxicity of the compound 
to microbes. The degree of toxicity 
depends, in part, on the acclimation 
achieved by the microorganisms. The 
levels of highly toxic solvents may not 
be able to exceed 10 mg/1, whereas 

rT solvents can be present at over 100 
mg/I. 

Plants sampled to develop the effluent 
guidelines for the organic chemicals and 
plastics and synthetic fibers industries 
demonstrate the use of biological 
treatment, most often activated sludge, 
to treat carbon tetrachloride, 
chlorobenzene, 1,2-dichlorobenzene, 
ethylbenzene, methylene chloride, 
nitrobenzene, tetrachloroethylene, 
toluene, and trichloroethylene. EPA has 
determined that biological treatment is 
also demonstrated on the following 
constituents based on solubility: 
acetone, n-butyl alcohol, carbon 
disulfide, cresols, cyclohexanone, ethyl 
acetate, ethyl ether, isobutanol, 
methanol, methyl ethyl ketone, and 
methyl isobuty! ketone, and pyridine. 

e. Incineration. The Agency estimates 
* that there are currently at least 330 
individual incineration units (both 
commercial and private) burning a 
minimum of 317 million gallons of 
materials containing solvents per year. 
The wastes burned include wastewaters 
containing as little as 0.01 percent (100 
mg/1) solvents, liquids, and sludges 
containing 60 percent (600,000 mg/1) or 
more solvents, and primarily inorganic 
sludges and solids, such as soils 
contaminated with low levels of 
solvents. Almost any waste containing 
solvents can be incinerated, even those 
with low heat value, by blending with 
waste of higher heat value or by co- 
injecting the waste with fuels. 

The majority of the incinerated 
hazardous waste is listed as ignitable 
waste containing primarily the solvents 
listed for F003 or F005 wastes. The data 
indicate that one or more incinerators 
burned all solvent constituents listed 
under F001 through F005. EPA data 
show that ignitable solvent constituents 
appear frequently in fuel for 
incinerators. Based on this information, 
EPA believes that the incineration of all 
solvent constituents is demonstrated. 

f. Fuel substitution. According to an 
EPA survey of wastes burned as fuel in 
1983, 1,400 industrial boilers burned 
hazardous wastes (Ref. 124). In addition, 
a large volume of the hazardous wastes 
burned in these devices contained 


chlorinated: and nonchlorinated solvent 
constituents. Data indicate that all of the 
solvent constituents listed in F001 and 
F005 wastes have been present in 
hazardous wastes burned as fuel 
substitutes. However, because of their 
high chlorine content, and resulting 
corrosivity, most F001 and F002 waste 
must be blended with other solvents or 
fuel prior to burning. 

The Agency conducted field tests on 
11 full-scale industrial boilers and 9 
industrial furnaces (Ref. 105). The test 
facilities represented a wide variety of 
boiler and furnace types and sizes 
burning a variety of hazardous wastes 
with a variety of auxiliary fuels. The 
hazardous wastes burned ranged from 
methanol and toluene wastes with a 
heating value similar to No. 6 fuel oil 
(and which was spiked with chlorinated 
organics for test purposes) to methyl 
acetate waste with a heating value of 
less than half that of No. 6 fuel oil (and 
which was also spiked with chlorinated 
organics for test-_purposes). The results 
of the tests showed that industrial 
boilers and furnaces can destory to 99.99 
percent destruction and removal 
efficiency organic compounds 
considered difficult to burn, including 
1,1,1-trichloroethane, carbon 
tetrachloride, chlorobenzene, 
trichloroethylene, and 
tetrachloroethylene. Also destroyed 
were organic compounds that burn more 
easily, such as benzene, toluene, xylene, 
and nitrobenzene. In additional EPA 
tests of boilers, fuel oil was spiked with 
selected organic compounds, including 
chloroform, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, 
trichloroethylene, and trichlorobenzene 
(Ref. 106). Accordingly, EPA believes 
that data demonstrate the use as fuel of 
the solvent wastes of sufficient heat 
value and all solvent constituents 
addressed in this proposed rule. 

The Agency is currently developing 
regulations that will govern the use of 
hazardous waste as fuel. These 
standards are likely to control hydrogen 
chloride emissions. (The Agency already 
controls these emissions for 
incinerators.) To meet the emission 
standard, owner/operators could limit 
the chlorine levels in the waste or rely 
on emission control equipment, such as 
scrubbers. EPA believes that most 
industrial furnaces, and some boilers, 
will be able to meet these standards 
when burning hazardous solvent wastes 
as fuel. 


3. Available Treatment Technologies 


a. Proprietary processes. The Agency 
has determined that none of the 
demonstrated treatment technologies for 
the separation/removal or destruction of 
Appendix VII solvent constituents in 
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F001 through F005 wastes are 
considered proprietary processes. 
Therefore, no technologies need to be 
excluded from. consideration in 
establishing treatment standards based 
on their proprietary nature. 

The Agency recognizes that 
proprietary treatment processes may 
also exist for which it has no data. The 
Agency solicits comments on specific 
proprietary treatment processes for 
solvent-bearing wastes, their 
performance for each solvent 
constituent, and their specific 
applicability to F001 through F005 
solvent wastes and constituents. - 

b. Analysis of relative risks. The 
Agency evaluated 20 representative 
solvent waste streams and 10 treatment 
and recycling unit processes to 
determine if alternative treatment and 
recycling methods pose greater risks 
than land disposal methods. The results 
of this evaluation are summarized here. 
More detailed information on this 
analysis is given in the Background 
Document to the Comparative Risk 
Assessment (Ref. 1). Although final 
evaluations have not. yet been 
completed, preliminary results indicate 
that the best demonstrated treatment 
technologies for solvents do not pose 
total risks to human health and the 
environment greater than those posed in 
the direct land disposal of most 
categories of the solvent wastes subject 
to today’s proposed rulemaking. 
Detailed analyses are underway, 
however, to evaluate risks posed by the 
treatment of certain categories of 
solvent waste streams in steam strippers 
and incinerators. Since greater risks 
may be posed by these technologies 
only for a small subset of the solvent . 
wastes subject to today's proposed 
rulemaking, EPA is continuing to 
classify both of these technologies as 
available treatment technologies for 
purposes of establishing the section 
3004{m) treatment standards until the 
results of the detailed analyses are 
available. If this analysis indicates that 
these technologies are riskier than land 
disposal and this determination would 
change the treatment standard for these 
wastes, a supplemental proposal to this 
rulemaking will be issued. The waste 
streams and technologies chosen for this 
analysis are summarized below and are 
described in more detail in the 
Background Document to the 
Comparative Risk Assessment (Ref. 1). 
The methodology used to perform the 
comparative risk assessment is 
explained in Unit ILC. 

The waste streams chosen for the 
analysis are derived from waste streams 
already characterized in the RCRA Risk-.- 
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Cost Analysis (WET) Model database 
(Ref. 118). In general, the wastes 
represent wastewaters, concentrated 
organic liquids, and organic sludges 
containing various concentrations of 
hazardous constituents. Wastes that 
contain only solvents, as well as those 
that contain both solvent and metal 
constituents, are represented. 

The waste streams containing only 
solvent constituents range in 
concentration from 0.5 percent (5,000 
mg/1) to 80 percent (800,000 mg/1), a 
range EPA judges to be representative of 
the solvent concentration in listed 
hazardous wastes. Because not all 
solvent constituents of concern could be 
modeled, EPA chose the constituents 
based on the frequenty of their 
occurrence in F001, F002, F003, F004, and 
F005 wastes codes. Also, the quality of 
toxicity data available for each 
constituent influenced the choice of 
constituents. In order to simplify the 
analysis, the waste streams contain . 
either halogenated solvent constituents 
(e.g., 1,1,1-trichloroethane, carbon 
tetrachloride, methyl chloride, 
chloroform) or nonhalogenated 
compounds (e.g., benzene, toluene, m- 
xylene). 

The waste streams containing both 
solvent and metal constituents are either 
wastewaters containing as little as .012 
percent (120 mg/1) solvents and 0.1 
percent (1,000 mg/1) metals or 
concentrated streams containing as 
much as 60 percent (600,000 mg/1) 
solvents and 6 percent (60,000 mg/1) 


metals. EPA believes that this range 
represents the range of concentrations 
present in RCRA-listed hazardous 
wastes that also contain solvent 
constituents. The metals chosen for the 
analysis are the following: lead. 
mercury, thallium, choromium (VI), 
cadmium, and arsenic. These metals 
correspond to those in the California 
List. 

For the purposes of this evaluation, 
numerous treatment and recycling unit 
processes were combined to form 
treatment trains. These sequences 
represent treatment trains that EPA 
judges will meet the treatment 
standards ultimately-established. All 
demonstrated technologies are 
represented, as well as those that do not 
meet EPA’s criteria for demonstrated, 
but may be able to meet the treatment 
standards for some wastes. The unit 
processes evaluated for the solvent 
constituents include steam stripping, 
distillation, carbon adsorption, and 
incineration. EPA has not yet completed 
the evaluation of biological degradation 
and air stripping. To the extent that the 
results of the comparative risk 
assessment for these technologies would 
affect the treatment standards proposed 
today, a supplemental proposal to this 
rulemaking will be issued. 

Treatment systems for treating solvent 
wastes that also contain metals often 
incorporate unit processes to remove the 
metal constituents. In order to assess 
the total risk associated with the 
treatment of solvent.wastes containing 
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metals, the treatment trains modeled 
and evaluated for these waste streams 
include the following: chromium 
reduction, chemical precipitation, sludge 
drying beds, vacuum filtration, 
centrifugation, and lime fixation. 


Both surface impoundments and 
landfills were used to simulate the land 
disposal. Liquid waste streams were 
presumed to be land disposed in surface 
impoundments and sludges and solids 
were presumed to be landfilled. 


4. Determination of BDAT and 
Achievable Concentrations 


The Agency evaluated performance 
data for the five processes that are 
demonstrated treatment/recycling 
technologies for the treatment of 
hazardous wastes containing solvents: 
Steam stripping, carbon adsorption, 
biological degradation, distillation, _ 
incineration, and fuel-substitution. EPA 
found that BDAT for solvent wastes and 
constituents amenable to separation/ 
removal techniques is either steam - 
stripping, carbon adsorption, biological 
treatment, or some combination of these - 
processes. BDAT for solvent wastes not 
amenable to separation/removal 
methods is either incineration or fuel 
substitution. 

The. best performance achieved by 
BDAT for each solvent constituent 
addressed today is given in the 
following Table 11: 
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TABLE 11--PERFORMANCE ACHIEVED BY BOAT (MG/L) 


Fuel 
Screening Steam Carbon Biological Substitut ion/ 
Constituent Level Stripping Adsorption Treatment!/Combination Incineration 


sei pee Na coy <0.0502/ 


n-Butyl alcohol 2.0 <0. 1002/ <0.1002/ 


carvon disuitice || 2.0 || | a <0.0102/ 
carpen tetracntorice || on || | eo.o0 | 


Chlorabenzene 0.0623/ | <0.020 


<0.010 


Cresols <0. 1002/ <0. 100 


Cyclohexanone <0.1002/ ee a <0.1002/ 


1, 2-Dich lorobenzene ‘ 0.0533/ | <0.0102/ 


Ethyl acetate <0.1002/ <0.1002/ 


eehy lnenzene | 2.0 || 020 | | oo. <0.0102/ 


Ethyl ether <0.1002/ <0.1002/ 


{scbutanol Dg ee aa <0.0502/ 
Hetnanol Pegi Te aca <0.1002/ 


Methylene chloride 1.2 0.109 0.011 <0.010 


macep witness fe aan £0,050 
Methyl isobutyl ketone Dame AES ee fo <0.0102/ <0.0102/ 


Nitrobenzene <0.010 | 0.0263/ | <0.0102/, 
pyridine <0.5002/ <0.5002/— 
Tetrach loroethy lene <0.010 
Toluene ee ee dee 0.066 0.2303/  <0.010 

1,1, 1-Trichloroethane ° 0.457 : <0.010 
1,1,2-Trichloro-1,2,2- 

trif luoroethane ae , Soe se” 5 see as <0. ae 
Trichloroethy lene acy Sees ak, allen A <0.010 
Trichlorof luoromethane foo Ife 0.4572/ oe <0.0102/ 


Xylene <0.0054/ | <0.0102/ _ 
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Footnotes 

1 Includes activated sludge, trickling filters, 
and aerated lagoons. 

® Estimated value. 

° Activated sludge followed by granular 
activated carbon. 

* Granular activated carbon followed by 
steam stripping. 


The screening concentration levels or 
liner protection thresholds discussed in 
Unit V.E. are also listed. As explained in 
Unit III.B, whenever BDAT achieves the 
screening or liner protection 
concentrations, treatment is substantial. 
Because BDAT for solvent wastes 
achieves these concentrations for each 
solvent constituent, BDAT for solvents 
is substantial treatment in all cases. The 
basis for determining BDAT 
concentrations is discussed in this unit. 
In Unit V.G the Agency discusses the 
comparison of the performance of BDAT 
to the screening concentration levels 
established in Unit V.E. 

It is important to note that, although 
destruction techniques such as 
incineration and fuel substitution are 
capable of completely destroying 
solvent wastes and constituents, many 
solvent constituents present in 
wastewaters cannot be completely 
removed by separation/removal 
processes. Therefore, BDAT levels 
achievable for these constituents in 
wastewater are higher than those 
achieved by incineration or fuel 
substitution. The Agency believes that 
the more concentrated solvent wastes 
will be destroyed by incineration or fuel 
substitution because wastewater 
treatment of these wastes is impractical. 
Thus, it is unnecessary for the Agency to 
establish different performance 
categories for wastes amenable to 
incineration versus wastewater 
treatment to assure that BDAT is used. 
In the case of solvents, both 
technologies meet the screening or liner 
protection levels described in Unit V.E, 
as discussed below. 

a. Analysis of performance data. EPA 
is aware of numerous reports in the 
technical literature as to the solvent 
concentrations achieved by the 
demonstrated technologies identified 
previously. These concentrations show a 
wide variation in performance. EPA 
believes that this is explained by the 
fact that solvent separation technologies 
are designed to achieve specific 
efficiencies for the projected influent 
loading. Therefore, the performance of 
solvents treatment is controlled by the 
design and operation of the treatment 
system, i.e., rate of heat transfer for 
steam stripping, amount of activated 
carbon per volume of wastewater, and 
detention time and aeration rate for 
biological treatment. 


As a result, EPA does not intend to 
pool all available performance data, 
regardless of design, in developing 
treatment standards. Instead, EPA 
intends to review the available 
performance data and determine the 
concentration achievable by a 
“reasonable” design and operation for 
such equipment. EPA’s test for 
reasonable will be whether a given 
constituent concentration is achievable 
by systems the Agency judges to be 


- comparable to the “best” systems now 


in use, even if no data currently exist to 
document the treatment of a solvent 
constituent to this concentration using 
the “best” system. EPA will not consider 
as reasonable unusually repetitious 
treatment systems or the use of other 
designs or operation that are 
inconsistent with standard engineering 
practice. EPA solicits comment on the 
actual designs of demonstrated 
technologies necessary to achieve the 
BDAT levels identified in Table 11 and 
the reasonableness of providing 
treatment systems that meet these 
design specifications. 

Furthermore, EPA did not include 
effluent data for the treatment of wastes 
that contains solvent concentrations less 
than the health-based or liner effects 
thresholds. EPA believes that the 
inclusion of such data would skew the 
results towards an unreasonably low 
performance number. 

Performance data for those 
technologies determined to be 
demonstrated are summarized in this 
unit. All specific technical data are 
available in the Background Document 
for solvents to support this proposed 
rule (Ref. 4). 

b. Steam (and air) stripping. 
According to available data, steam 
stripping achieves lower effluent 
concentrations for solvent wastes 
containing higher concentrations of 
solvent constituents than does air 
stripping. EPA concludes that steam 
stripping, and not air stripping, is BDAT 
for certain wastewaters containing 
solvents. As stated previously, steam 
stripping has been applied in 
wastewaters containing up to several 
thousand milligrams per liter of solvent 
constituents. 

Data on steam stripping of solvent 
constituents is available for many of the 
solvent constituents addressed in this 
proposal. Because EPA believes that the 
performance of steam stripping is 
design- and operation-limited, it chose 
to evaluate data for the performance of 
only optimally designed and operated 
steam stripping devices. Based on data 
from these types of units, steam 
stripping is BDAT for five solvent 
constituents of concern: ethylbenzene, 
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methylene chloride, toluene, 1,1,1- 
trichloroethane, and trichloroethylene. 

Henry’s Law Constants, which take 
into account vapor pressure and water 
solubility, are an excellent theoretical 
indicator of the ease with which 
chemical compounds can be stripped. 
Compounds with Henry's Law 
Constants greater then 10-* are generally 
considered highly volatile. Based on 
their Henry’s Law Constants, eight 
additional solvents are highly volatile. 
(Henry's Law Constants can be found in 
Refs, 4, 76, and 117.) These constituents 
are the following: carbon disulfide, 
carbon tetrachloride, chlorobenzene, 1,2- 
dichlorobenzene, tetrachloroethylene, 
1,1,2-trichloro-1,2,2-trifluoroethane, 
trichlorofluoromethane, and xylene. 
Their high volatility indicates that steam 
stripping is potentially BDAT for these 
solvents. 

Because no other treatment data are 
available for the two most volatile 
solvents, 1,1,2-trichloro-1,2,2,- 
trifluoroethane and 
trichlorofluoromethane, EPA is 
estimating that these solvents can be 
steam stripped to at least the level that 
can be achieved for 1,1,1- 
trichloroethane, or 0.457 mg/1. The 
Henry's Law Constant for 1,1,2-trichloro- 
1,2,2,-trifluoroethane is two orders of 
magnitude larger than that of 1,1,1- 
trichloroethane; the Henry’s Law 
Constant for trichlorofluoromethane is 
one order of magnitude larger. Because 
these solvents are far more volatile than 
1,1,1-trichloroethane, EPA believes that 
at the very least the performance given 
above can be achieved. In the final rule, 
EPA also may decide to extrapolate 
steam stripping performance for the 
other volatile solvents. EPA requests 
influent and effluent stripping data on 
these solvents, as well as design and 
operational information on the steam 
stripping units used to treat them. 

Several other constituents with 
Henry’s Law Constants ranging from 8.7 
x 10°* to 1 x 10-5 are reported to be 
moderately volatile: ethyl ether, ethyl 
acetate, methyl ethyl ketone, methy] 
isobutyl ketone, cyclohexanone, 
nitrobenzene, and isobutanol. Solvent 
constituents that are slightly volative 
(Henry's Law Constant between 7.0 x 
10-* and 9.5 x 10~?) include n-butyl 
alcohol, acetone, cresols, and methancl. 
Pyridine is reported to be nonvolatile. 
Conceivably, given high temperatures 
and long retention times, the moderately 
and slightly volatile constituents can be 
steam stripped to low levels. However, 
EPA has little or no data showing that 
steam stripping alone achieves the 
lowest levels possible for these 
constituents. 
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Based on available data and chemical 
properties (i.e., vapor pressure and 
water solubility) the Agency believes 
that steam stripping is potentially 
applicable to wastewaters contaminated 
with any of the F001 through F005 
solvent constituents for which steam 
stripping is indicated in Table 11. The 

_low levels (i.e., levels approaching 
detection limits) for these solvents 
achieved by steam stripping indicates 
that steam stripping is BDAT for these 
solvents. EPA recognizes that there may 
be other constituents present which may 
preclude application of this technology 
and solicits comments on such 
constituents, as well as paired influent 
and effluent data for steam stripping of 
solvents. The Agency requests comment 
on the design characteristics necessary 
to achieve these concentrations for 
wastes listed under F001 through F005 
waste codes. . 

c. Carbon adsorption. Data on carbon 
adsorption indicate that all solvent 
constituents for F001 through F005 
wastes are adsorbed to some extent. 
Carbon adsorption produces 
exceptionally low concentration 
(approaching detection limits) for only 
three solvent constituents: cresols, 
nitrobenzene, and toluene. These 
concentrations for these, which were 
achieved in full-scale carbon adsorption 
units, are given in Table 11. 

As with steam strippers, carbon 
adsorption units need to be specifically 
designed and operated to achieve 
adequate removal of solvents based on 
the influent concentration and other 
constituents present in the waste 
treated. The Agency recognizes that 
carbon adsorption is particularly 
sensitive these variables, and that even 
with pretreatment, this technology may 
not be applicable or the specified levels 
achieved on specific waste matrices that 
would demand an excessively large 
amount of carbon. EPA solicits 
comments on such variables and solicits 
paired influent and effluent data for the 
removal of solvents by activated carbon. 

d. Biological treatment. As discussed 
earlier, data on biological treatment 
demonstrated that it can be applied to 
all solvent constituents when they are 
present at levels in wastewater that are 
nontoxic to acclimated microorganisms. 
Table 11 indicates the solvents for 
which performance data are available 
from well-operated biological treatment 
systems. These constituents are the 
following: carbon tetrachloride, 
chlorobenzene, 1,2-dichlorobenzene, 
ethylbenzene, methylene chloride, 
nitrobenzene, tetrachloroethylene, 
toluene, and trichloroethylene. The 
biological treatment methods used 


include activated sludge, trickling filters, 
and aerated lagoons. Because the levels 
achieved shown in Table 11 are very 
low (approaching detection), biological 
treatment is BDAT for these solvents. 

EPA also believes that very soluble 
compounds can be removed to their 
detection limits, even though 
performance data are not available for 
these compounds. These constituents 
are the following: acetone, n-butyl 
alcohol, cresols, cyclohexanone, ethyl 
acetate, ethyl ether, isobutanol, 
methanol, methy] ethyl ketone, methyl 
isobutyl ketone, and pyridine. As noted 
earlier, a great deal of literature exists 
to support EPA's contention that the 
compounds listed above are highly 
biodegradable, include bench- and pilot- 
scale data for some constituents. EPA 
believes that biological treatment is 
BDAT for these solvents. However, 
because data, particularly from full- 
scale systems, have not been identified, 
EPA encourages comment that provides 
paired data showing influent and 
effluent data for biological treatment of 
these constituents, as well as resulting 
concentrations of constituents in the 
sludge. EPA also invites comment on the 
loading rates and detention times 
necessary to remove these and other 
constituents to their detection levels in 
properly operated biological treatment 
units, and the rate at which air or 
oxygen are added during treatment. 

e. Combinations of wastewater 
treatment technologies. There are at 
least three general combinations of 
demonstrated technologies that also are 
used to treat solvent wastes. Steam 
stripping can be used prior to biological 
treatment to reduce relatively high 
solvent concentrations that would 
inhibit biological activity. Activated - 
carbon can also be used following © 
biological treatment for solvents to 
reduce the carbon capacity required to _ 
achieve the desired performance. Lastly, 
all three technologies can be used in the 
same treatment system. 

As shown in Table 11, available data 
indicate that activated sludge followed 
by granular activated carbon is BDAT 
because of the low levels achieved for 
four solvent constituents: 
chlorobenzene, 1,2-dichlorobenzene, 
nitrobenzene, and toluene. Granular 
activated carbon followed by steam 
stripping is BDAT for xylene. The 
Agency solicits additional data 
pertaining to the performance of these or 
other technology combinations. EPA 
solicits paired data on the performance 
achieved by these systems and the 
design characteristics appropriate for 
the combined system. 
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f. Distillation. Distillation is a method 
to separate a solvent or solvents from 
other organic constituent of a waste, 
including other solvents. It is also used 
to purify a solvent by separating the 
solvent from contaminents (e.g., water). 
Distillation is normally used to reclaim 
solvents from wastes containing high 
concentrations of solvents and low 
levels of solids, usually leaving behind a 
sludge (still bottom). Data indicate that 
the residual ranges from 9 to 44 percent 
of the volume of the waste prior to 
distillation, with an average residual 
volume of approximately 15 percent. 
This residual sometimes contains even 
higher concentrations of solvents than 
the original waste. 

EPA believes that distillation can be 
considered a waste concentration and/ 
or volume reduction step in a treatment 
train which includes destruction of the 
still bottoms. However, based on 
available information, distillation alone 
does not appear to achieve low levels of 
solvents in the waste residual, and 
therefore is not considered BDAT for 
any solvent waste. EPA requests data 
on the performance of distillation, 
including the concentration of solvents 
(and metals) in the influent, still 
bottoms, and reclaimed solvent. 
Information on the percent solids 
present in the still bottoms is also 
requested. 

g. Incineration. Incineration is 
demonstrated on all solvent constituents 
listed in F001 through F005 waste. 
Incineration has been performed on 
liquids, sludges, and solids, most of 
which are not amenable to wastewater 
treatment. Incineration has achieved 
99.99 percent destruction and removal 
efficiencies in the air emissions for all 
solvents. However, in this rulemaking, 
EPA is concerned with the wastes and 
residuals going to land disposal, such as 
the incinerator ash and the scrubber 
water. Data are available characterizing 
scrubber water from four full-scale 
incinerators, and ash from three of these 
incinerators, operating at 99.99 percent 
DRE for air emissions during test burns 
(Ref. 77). The feed for these incinerators 
contained nine of the solvent 
constituents subject to this proposed 
rule, including difficult to incinerate 
chlorinated solvents. In most cases, the 
solvent constituents were not detected 
in the scrubber water or the ash. Based 
on this information, the Agency believes 
that the scrubber water and ash from an 
incinerator achieving the 99.99 percent 
DRE for air emissions will not contain 
detectable levels of any of the solvent 
constituents addressed in this proposal: 
Incineration is therefore DBAT for 
incinerable solvent wastes. Performance 
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based on both actual data and EPA 
estimates is given in Table 11. 

EPA is currently gathering more data 
on the presence of hazardous 
constituents in incinerator ash and 
scrubber water. EPA solicits additional 
paired data on the concentration of 
solvent constituents in incinerator feed, 
influent and effluent scrubber water, 
and fly and bottom ash to compare to 
these data. 

Solvents containing metals may result 
in ash residuals that require additional 
treatment to immobilize the metal 
constituents, and in scrubber water that 
must be treated to remove metals. 
Treatment standards for some metals 
will be addressed in a later rulemaking. 

h. Fuel substitution. Use of these 
solvents as a fuel substitute is 
essentially identical to incineration of 
these wastes. Industrial boilers and 
furnaces, such as cement and lime kilns, 
burn solvent wastes directly as fuel or 
indirectly by blending it with auxiliary 
fuel. As discussed earlier, halogenated 
solvent constituents, although the most 
difficult to burn, can be destroyed in 
industrial boilers and furnaces to 
achieve 99.99 percent DRE in the air 
emissions from these devices (Ref. 105). 
Therefore, EPA believes that, like 
incinerators, industrial boilers and 
furnaces which are capable of meeting 
99.99 percent DRE will not produce 
residuals with detectable levels of the 
solvents addressed in this rule. EPA 
concludes that use of solvent wastes as 
fuel is BDAT for solvent wastes recycled 
in this way. 

Some existing data indicate that 
certain types of industrial furnaces (e.g., 
aggregate kilns) do not combust waste 
as well as other types of devices that 
utilize solvent waste as fuel. It is unclear 
if the residuals from these devices will 
achieve the low levels of solvents in . 
their. residuals that are achieved by 
incinerators. EPA solicits paired data on 
the concentration of solvent constituents 
in hazardous wastes used as fuel in 
industrial boilers and furnaces, and the 
levels of these constituents in residual 
scrubber water, fly ash, and bottom ash 
from these devices. 

i. Request for comment. The Agency 
solicits comments and data which 
pertain specifically to the performance 
of destruction, removal, or 
immobilization methods for solvent 
constituents listed in F001 through F005 
wastes. The Agency solicits this type of 
data for any of the demonstrated - 
technologies, as well as any of the 
technologies previously identified as 
potentially applicable to solvent: wastes. 
In order to assess treatment 
performance properly, these data should 
include waste codes, physical/chemical 


form of the waste, initial concentrations, 
all residual concentrations {i.e., air, 
water discharges) and leachability of 
solid residuals, as well as design and 
operating parameters for the technology. 


G. Comparison of BDAT and Screening 
Levels 


The following Table 13 gives the 
technology-based levels, the screening 
or liner protection thresholds, and the 
treatment standards for each solvent 
constituent of F001 through F005 wastes: 


TABLE 13.—COMPARISON OF SCREENING AND 
LINER PROTECTION THRESHOLDS WITH 
TECHNOLOGY-BASED LEVELS AND THE 
TREATMENT STANDARDS (MG/L) 


‘ Estimated value. 


As explained in Unit II, whenever 
BDAT can achieve the screening or liner 
protection threshold, this threshold 
becomes the treatment standard. EPA 
believes that BDAT can achieve the 
screening or liner protection threshold in 
all cases. 

As noted earlier, the levels achievable 
using BDAT for solvent constituents in 
wastewater are often higher than those 
achieved by incineration or fuel 
substitution: EPA believes that:it is 
unnecessary for the Agency to establish 
different performance categories for 
wastes amenable to-incineration rather 
than. wastewater treatment to assure 
that BDAT is used. Therefore, Table 13 
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gives the BDAT levels achieved by 
wastewater treatment. Because even 


. these levels are better than the 


screening or liner protection levels, the - 
differences between wastewater 
treatment performance and thermal 
destruction performance is unimportant. 
Also, the levels achieved by the best 
wastewater treatment method for each 
constituent is listed. However, all of the 
BDAT levels listed in Table 11 achieve 
the screening or liner protection levels. 

Although EPA prefers to use 
performance data (rather than . 
theoretical levels) as the basis for BDAT 
levels, in some cases EPA believes it is 
appropriate to use an estimated value 
for treatment performance. These cases 
are indicated in Table 13. The rationale 
for choosing either the actual data or the 
theoretical levels is given in Unit V.F. 
The Agency solicits treatment data to 
support these theoretical levels, or to 
demonstrate that different treatment 
levels are achievable. 


H. Determination of Alternative 
Treatment and Recycling Capacity for 
Solvents and Effective Dates 


As explained in Unit ILE, EPA may 
extend the effective date of land 
disposal restrictions if, on a nationwide 
basis, there is insufficient alternative 
treatment, recovery, or disposal 
capacity that protects human health and 
the environment. In order to determine 
whether the effective date of the 
solvents restrictions should be 
extended, EPA has examined the 
alternative capacity requirements for 
solvent hazardous wastes that are 
currently land disposed, by estimating 
the quantity of this waste that will be 
directed to specific types of alternative 
treatment, recovery (recycling), and 
disposal technologies. This quantity is 
then compared to available capacity of 
alternative technologies. 

As discussed in Unit IILE, EPA is not 
considering deep well injection as 
alternative disposal capacity in this 
proposed rulemaking. Also, no ocean 
disposal permit currently applies to any 
solvent waste subject to today’s 
proposed rulemaking. Accordingly, the 
Agency concludes that, for the purpose 
of this proposal, no alternative disposal 
methods, and thus capacity, exists for 
these solvent wastes. Therefore, all 
alternative capacity consists of : 
treatment and recycling capacity. The 
analysis of the demand for and 
availability of alternative treatment and 
recycling capacity for solvent waste is 


‘given below. 
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1. Summary of Volumes of Wastes Land 
Disposed Annually 


EPA estimated the quantity of 
hazardous waste listed under F001 
through F005 waste codes and the 
corresponding P and U waste codes that 
is currently land disposed annually. The 
estimates are based primarily on the 
data provided by the OSW RIA Mail 
Survey of hazardous waste management 
activities in 1981 (Ref. 116). The analysis 
of the Survey data is summarized in this 
unit. A more detailed assessment is 
given in the Background Document for 
solvenis to support this proposed rule 
(Ref. 4). 

Because concentration data are not 
provided by the Survey, EPA is 
assuming that all hazardous waste 
identified as F001, F002, F003, F004, or 
F005 or the corresponding P and U 
waste codes in the Survey exceeds the 
treatment standards proposed today and 
that this waste will be banned from land 
disposal. 

EPA estimates that approximately 214 
million gallons of the total quantity of 
solvent waste per year that is land 
disposed will require alternative 
treatment or recycling capacity. Of this 
total, the Agency estimates that 185 
million gallons (86.4 percent) are 
solvent-water mixtures (i.e., aqueous 
wastes), 14.7 million gallons (6.9 
percent) are organic liquids, 7.3 million 
gallons (3.5 percent) are organic sludges 
or solids, and 6.7 million gallons (3.2 
percent) are inorganic sludges or solids. 

EPA does not know which surface 
impoundments will meet the 
requirements of RCRA section 
3005(j)(11)(A) and (B), thus allowing 
their continued use for treatment. (See 
Unit LC for a discussion of the 
exemption for treatment in surface 
impoundments.) In the calculations to 
determine the total quantity of waste 
requiring alternative capacity, EPA has 
assumed that surface impoundments 
accounting for 80 percent of the volume 
of solvent-water mixtures treated in 
surface impoundments will continue to 
operate under this exemption. This 
assumption is consistent with the 
economic impact assessment prepared 
in support of this rule and is based 
primarily on the economic feasibility of 
meeting the section 3005(j)(11)(A) and 
(B) requirements (Ref. 9). 

For the purposes of this proposed 
rulemaking, the Agency is also assuming 
that solvent wastes described as organic 
liquids contain greater than 1 percent 
total organic content by weight, and 
those described as solvent-water 
mixtures contain less than 1 percent. 
The basis for this assumption are data 
for three facilities with large-volume 


aqueous waste streams which account 
for 94 percent of the total volume of 
solvent-water mixtures treated or 
disposed of in surface impoundments 
annually. These waste streams are 
characterized as greater than 99 percent 
water and less than 1 percent total 
solvents. Because there is no standard 
method for the determination of total 
solvent content, EPA is assuming that 
these waste streams contain few 
additional organic constituents, and that 
their total organic content is also less 
than 1 percent. Total organic content 
can be measured by the test for total 
organic carbon (TOC) (see 40 CFR 
136.3). 

EPA is also assuming in this rule that 
wastes characterized as solvent-water 
mixtures contain less than 1 percent 
total solids and those described as 
sludges contain greater than 1 percent 
total solids. 


2. Required Treatment and Recycling 
Capacity 

In order to determine the treatment 
and recycling capacity required to 
address the volumes of wastes given 
above, these wastes must be assigned to 
treatment and recycling methods. EPA 
can then compare this demand for 
treatment and recycling capacity to the 
available unused capacity of these 
alternative methods to land disposal. 

The Agency recognizes that the actual 
application of a technology to a specific 
solvent waste is highly dependent upon 
waste characteristics such as the 
content of solvents, halogens, metals, 
water, and the heat value as fuel. As 
noted above, the concentration data for 
solvent wastes currently land disposed 
are limited. However, EPA can use the 
available data describing land disposed 


‘waste to approximate the most likely 


alternative treatment and recycling 
technologies for all wastes in a waste 
group. The rationale for assigning 
specific types of solvent wastes to one 
of these alternative technologies is 
summarized below. For more 
information, see the Background 
Document for solvents to support this 
proposed rule (Ref. 4). 

a. Solvent-water mixtures. As given in 
Unit V.H.1, liquids containing solvents 
and water comprise 185 million gallons 
(86.4 percent) of all solvent wastes 
currently land disposed each year. 
Almost all of these wastes (99.9 percent) 
are handled in surface impoundments. 
As stated earlier, EPA estimates that 
aqueous mixtures contain.less than 1 
percent total organics and less than 1 
percent total solids. 

The low organic tontent and high 
water content of these wastes result in a 
waste with little or no heat value. EPA 
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has evaluated data which indicate that 
some solvent-water mixtures with as 
low as 0.01 percent total solvent content 
have been incinerated, but incineration 
of these wastes requires a great deal of 
blending with wastes of higher heat 
content. The Agency believes it is 
unlikely that relatively dilute solvent- 
water mixtures will require incineration 
capacity. For the same reasons, this 
waste is not amenable to use as a fuel 
substitute. Also, distillation, the most 
common means of reclaiming solvents, 
generally requires concentrations of at 
least 10 percent solvents. Based on this’ 
information, EPA is estimating that rfone 
of the 185 million gallons of solvent- 
water mixtures that are currently land 
disposed and that require alternative 
capacity will be used as a fuel 
substitute, incinerated, or sent to solvent 
reclamation. 

Accordingly, the Agency is assuming 
that the entire 185 million gallons of 
solvent-water mixtures land disposed 
annually require some form of 
wastewater treatment technologies 
applicable to dilute waste. Wastewater 


' treatment technologies identified in Unit 


V.F include biological degradation, 
chemical oxidation, steam stripping, and 
carbon/resin adsorption. As discussed 
in Unit V.F, biological degradation, 
steam stripping, and carbon adsorption 
are demonstrated on many solvent 
wastes, and the treatment standards 
given in Unit V.G are based on these 
methods. In addition, chemical 
oxidation and resin adsorption, although 
not demonstrated for a wide variety of 
solvents, are capable of achieving the 
treatment standards for some solvent 
wastes. 

Solvent-water mixtures may be 
treated by many different combinations 
of wastewater treatment technologies 
sequenced in various process trains 
taking place in tanks. The choice of 
treatments will depend on specific 
waste characteristics and economic 
factors, and EPA data are currently 
insufficient to determine precisely the 
volumes of wastes that would require 
any specific wastewater treatment. . 
Because EPA currently lacks these data, 
it is unable to determine the future 
capacity needs for specific wastewater 
treatment methods. For the purpose of 
determining capacity needs in this 
proposal, it is necessary for EPA to 
group solvent-water mixtures of less 
than 1 percent total organics into one 
treatability group of wastes, all of which 
require some form of wastewater 
treatment. So that EPA may better 
define capacity needs by technology, it 
requests information on the treatment 
technologies that generators will choose 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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to replace land disposal of solvent- 
water mixtures, and the factors that will 
influence this decision. 

b. Organic liquids. As described in 
Unit V.H.1, EPA estimates that currently 
14.7 million gallons of organic liquids 
are land disposed each year, and that 
these wastes contain greater than 1 
percent total organic constituents. In 
addition, 5.9 million gallons of wastes 
generated by small quantity generators 
(SQGs) are organic liquids and will 
compete for alternative capacity with 
currently land disposed organic liquids. 
EPA believes that the organic liquids 
produced by SQGs are similar to the 
organic liquids currently land disposed. 
Therefore, a total of 20.6 million gallons 
of organic liquids require alternative 
capacity. EPA estimates that 10.9 million 
gallons of organic liquids contain 
principally halogenated organic 
constituents and 9.7 million gallons 
contain nonhalogenated organics. 

Because of their higher organic 
content (greater than 1 percent), EPA 
estimates that all organic liquids are 
amenable to incineration, although some 
of these wastes may require blending 
with wastes of higher heat value. As 
discussed in Unit V.F, EPA believes that 
incineration can meet the treatment 
standards given in Unit V.G for solvent 
wastes. 

EPA also believes that some of these 
organic liquids can be reclaimed by 
distillation or used as fuel substitutes. 
Distillation is a volume reduction or 
concentration step in a treatment 
process which also must include 
destruction of the distillation still 
bottoms, either by incineration or fuel 
substitution, in order to meet the 
treatment standards. EPA estimates that 
currently at least 428 million gallons of 
spent solvents are reclaimed by 
distillation each year. 

As Unit V.F. explains, fuel 
substitution is equivalent to incineration 
in its ability to destroy solvent wastes. 
Hazardous wastes containing solvents 
are often used as fuel substitutes. 
Approximately 159 million gallons of 
wastes containing solvent constituents 
found in F001, F062, F003, F004, and F005 
wastes are currently burned as fuel. The 
Agency believes that spent solvents, 
even those containing high 
concentrations of metals, can be safely 
burned in industrial furnaces, and some 
boilers, if these facilities meet 
regulations that EPA is now developing. 
However, these new regulations may 
influence the quantity and 
characteristics of hazardous wastes 
currently used as fuel. Because the 
Agency is uncertain to what extent 
solvents will be used as fuel under the - 
new requirements, to determine 


capacity requirements,-EPA is assuming 
that no‘solvent wastes. banned from 
land disposal will be directed to fuel 
substitution. 

The data indicate that organic liquid 


waste containing halogenated solvents , 


are equally likely to be distilled as 
incinerated. Data also show that organic 
liquids containing nonhalogenated 
solvents are not as frequently distilled 
for reuse as are halogenated solvents. In 
general, the resale value of halogenated 
solvents is higher than that of 
nonhalogenated solvents. Therefore, in 
order to estimate the total quantity of 
organic liquid waste that is amenable to 
each alternative technology, EPA 
assumes that approximately half (when 
considering-rounding of decimals) of all 
halogenated organic liquids will be 
incinerated and about half will be 
distilled. EPA is also assuming that two- 
thirds of nonhalogenated organic liquids 
will be incinerated and one-third 
distilled. 

Based on this analysis, the organic 
liquids that will be incinerated annually 
include 5.5 million gallons of 
halogenated solvents and 6.5 million 
gallons of nonhalogenated solvents, for 
a total of 12.0 million gallons of organic 
liquids. The organic liquids that will be 
distilled each year include 5.4 million 
gallons of halogenated solvents and 3.2 
million gallons of nonhalogenated 
solvents, for a total of 8.9 million 
gallons.** The Agency recognizes that 
these are only estimates and requests 
information and comment that support 
these or alternative estimates. 

c. Organic sludges and solids. As 


stated in Unit V.H.1, EPA estimates that ° 


7.3 million gallons of organic sludges 
and solids currently are land disposed 
per year. These sludges and solids 
contain greater than 1 percent total 
organics and greater than 1 percent total 
solids. In addition, 1.9 million gallons of 
wastes generated by small quantity 
generators are organic sludges and will 
compete for alternative capacity with 
currently land disposed organic sludges. 
Also, 1.2 million gallons of still bottoms 
will be generated by distillation of the 
organic liquids discussed in the previous 
unit. Therefore, a total of 10.4 million 
gallons of organic sludges and solids 
require alternative capacity. Of this 
quantity, EPA is assuming that 7.2 
million gallons of organic sludges and 
solids contain primarily halogenated 
organic constituents and 3.2 million 
gallons contain nonhalogenated 
constituents. 


13 EPA estimates that 1.2 million gallons of still 
bottoms will be generated by distilling this waste. 
Capacity for treating still bottoms is considered 
under organic sludges and solids. 
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Organic sludges and solids are 
amenable to both incineration and use 
as a fuel substitute. Blending of still 
bottoms for use as a fuel in industrial 
boilers or furnaces is recognized as a 
common disposal method for these 
wastes and is widely practiced. As 
stated before, EPA is confident that 
many industrial furnaces, and some 
boilers, can burn spent solvents, even 
those containing high concentrations of 
metals, when using control technologies 
required to meet the new rules that the 
Agency is currently developing. 
However, for the reasons given in the 
previous unit, EPA is assuming that no 
wastes banned from land disposal will 
be used as fuel substitutes. EPA is 
assuming that all of the organic sludges 
and solids, 3.2 million gallons of 
nonhalogenated and 7.2 million gallons 
of halogenated organic solvents, will be 
incinerated. Therefore, a total 10.4 
million gallons of organic sludges and 
solids require incineration capacity. 

d. Inorganic sludges and solids, As 
given in Unit V.H.1, 6.7 million gallons of 
inorganic sludges and solids are 
currently land disposed. These wastes 
consist of (1) soils contaminated with 
solvents, and (2) sludges and solids 
containing less than 1 percent total 
organics and greater than 1 percent total 
solids. Although EPA estimates that 
soils contain between 1 percent and 7 
percent organics, EPA believes that 
those surveyed in the RIA Mail Survey 
considered any soil contaminated with 
solvents as an inorganic solid. 

EPA estimates that these inorganic 
sludges and solids contain 
concentrations of solvents too low to 
allow these wastes to be distilled or 
reused as fuel. The Agency has 
determined that the only treatment 
option for the 6.7 million gallons of 
inorganic sludges and solids 
contaminated with solvents is 
destruction by incineration. Although 
the concentration of this waste is too 
low to incinerate alone, it can be co- 
fired with waste of higher heat value. A 
potential secondary option for treatment 
of these wastes is encapsulation by 
chemical fixation or solidification 
processes. However, the Agency has too 
little information on the applicability of 
encapsulaticn to solvent wastes to 
estimate the quantities of wastes that 
might be treated by this technique. 

e. CERCLA wastes. Estimating 
capacity demands of CERCLA waste is 
difficult for several reasons. First, few 
data are available to describe CERCLA 
waste in sufficient detail to determine 
its treatability. Secondly, the Agency 
has no way of predicting whether 
wastes removed from future site 





1728 


cleanups will be similar in type and 
quantity to wastes removed in the past. 
Lastely, EPA must determine the 
quantity of CERCLA waste that 
represents an increase in the demand 
for capacity over current treatment and 
recycling practices for CERCLA waste. 
Such an increase may result from the 
land disposal restrictions. However, the 
Agency’s recent policy emphasizing the 
use of alternatives to land disposal for 
CERCLA wastes may assert a greater 
demand on capacity. Capacity demand 
also depends heavily on the number of 
CERCLA actions and the extent of each 
cleanup. 4 

Because of the problems that this 
analysis entails, EPA has not yet 
completed its estimates of the future 
alternative capacity demands presented 
by CERCLA waste. The results of this 
evaluation will be included in the final 
rule. For the purposes of this proposal, 
however, EPA is assuming that the 
alternative capacity (e.g., incineration) 
required by CERCLA wastes will remain 
at its current rate of use. 

f. Summary of capacity needs. In the 
previous units, the Agency estimated 
that the quantity of solvent wastes 
requiring wastewater treatment is 185 
million gallons. Wastewater treatment 
will be performed by a variety of 
treatment methods (e.g., biological 
degradation, steam stripping, or carbon 
adsorption) occurring in tanks. The 
quantity of solvent wastes requiring 
incinerator capacity annually is 22.4 
million gallons of organic liquids, 
sludges, and solids and 6.7 million 
gallons of inorganic sludges and solids, 
for a total of 29.1 million gallons. The 
volume of waste requiring distillation 
capacity each year is 8.6 million gallons 
of halogenated and nonhalogenated 
organic liquids. The following Table 14 
summarizes these quantitites: 


TABLE 14.—ANNUAL TREATMENT AND RECOVv- 
ERY CAPACITY DEMAND BY TECHNOLOGY 


[Million gallons per year] 


Wastewater _inciner- Oistilla- 


ation tion 


3. Unused Capacity of Treatment and 
Recycling Facilities 

In the previous units, EPA estimated 
that solvent wastes restricted from land 
disposal as a result of these proposed 
rules will be directed to incineration and 
wastewater treatment methods that can 
achieve the treatment standards given in 
Unit V.G. Some solvent wastes will also 
be directed to recycling methods for 
solvent wastes including distillation and 
the use of waste as fuel. In this unit EPA 
estimates the unused capacity that is 
currently available, or will soon be 
available, to treat or recycle solvent 
wastes by these methods. 

As explained in Unit IILE, private 
treatment, recycling, and disposal 
capacity will be considered in two 
circumstances: (1) if a private owner or 
operator plans to accept banned waste 
commercially when the ban becomes 
effective; or (2) when a private owner or 
operator has excess capacity to manage 
his own banned waste. At this time EPA 
does not have information on the extent 
to which these circumstances will occur. 
The Agency plans to conduct a 
treatment, storage, and disposal facility 
(TSDF) survey in the near future which 
it hopes will provide data on the 
availability of private capacity to 
manage hazardous wastes that are 
banned from land disposal. However, 
for the purposes of this proposed 
rulemaking, the determinations of the 
capacity to treat and recycle solvent 
wastes will be based solely on unused 
commercial capacity. EPA requests 
comment and information on the 
availability of private treatment and 
recycling capacity to manage the solvent 
wastes addressed today. The Agency 
will consider the capacity of private 
treatment and recycling facilities if the 
required information becomes available 
before the final rule is promulgated. 

a. Capacity of wastewater treatment 
facilities. As discussed in Unit V.F., 
BDAT wastewater treatment methods 
for solvent-water mixtures are biological 
degradation, steam stripping, and 
carbon adsorption. In addition, other 
technologies, such as resin adsorption, 
although not BDAT, may be capable of 
meeting the treatment standards for 
some wastes (see Unit V.G.). All of the 
treatment methods are referred to as 
tank treatment under the RCRA TSDF 
regulations. 

The OSW RIA Mail Survey (Ref. 116) 
is currently EPA's only source of 
information concerning the unused 
capacity at tank treatment facilities. The 
Survey provides information on tank 
capacity at both commercial and private 
facilities treating F001 through F005 
solvent wastes, although the data at 
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wastewater treatment facilities 
exempted from RCRA requirements are 
somewhat limited. As discussed above, 
EPA will consider only commercial 
wastewater treatment capacity in this 
proposed rulemaking. 

The Survey data provided little 
information on specific treatment 
methods. Therefore, EPA estimated the 
total unused tank capacity at 
commercial facilities that treat solvents. 
This unused capacity is approximately 
112 million gallons. This quantity 
represents the difference between 
planned design capacity (full capacity) 
of approximately 170 million gallons per 
year and used capacity of 
approximately 58 million gallons per 
year. 

Because treatment facilities seldom 
operate at full capacity, the estimate of 
112 million gallons is probably high. In 
addition, these commercial facilities 
treat other hazardous wastes, and EPA 
is not able to determine the portion of 
the 112 million gallons of unused 
capacity that is available to treat 
solvent wastes. In conclusion, the tank 
capacity dedicated to treat solvent 
wastes at commercial facilities is less 
than 112 million gallons. 

b. Capacity of incinerators and 
distillation. EPA estimates that unused 
commercial incineration capacity is less 
than 25.6 million gallons per year. This 
calculation is based on the maximum 
design capacity of on-line commercial 
incinerators and a utilization rate of 80 
percent (see Ref. 4). The Agency 
believes that this capacity is the 
maximum capacity available to 
incinerate solvent wastes. It requests 
comments on the utilization rate of 80 
percent reported by several incinerator 
owner/operators. As discussed earlier, 
EPA has insufficient data to estimate the 
additional quantity of solvent liquid 
wastes that will be incinerated privately 
in the future. EPA requests data to help 
determine these quantities. In addition, 
several companies have proposed to 
build new rotary kiln incinerators that 
would operate commercially. However, 
at this time, construction has not begun 
on any of these facilities. Therefore, the 
Agency is unable to project when these 
incinerators will be completed, and 
capacity that they. would provide cannot 
be considered for this proposed 
rulemaking. The final rule will consider 
the capacity of these facilities if such 
information becomes available. 

As stated earlier, distillation of spent 
solvents is widely practiced. EPA 
estimates that unused commercial 
capacity for distillation totals 225 
million gallons per year. EPA believes 
that a large number of distillation 
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facilities is operated privately. EPA does 
not know the extent to which these 
facilities will accept waste commercially 
_or be able to reclaim solvents from 
additional waste of their own. The 
Agency solicits comment and 
information in this area. 


4. Comparison of Treatment and 
Recovery Demand with Unused 
Capacity 


A summary of EPA's estimates of 
quantities of solvent wastes requiring 
treatment and recovery and the unused 
commercial capacity per technology is 
presented in the following Table 15: 


TABLE 15.—COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE 
TREATMENT AND RECOVERY DEMAND WITH 
UNUSED CAPACITY 


TABLE 15.—COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE 
TREATMENT AND RECOVERY DEMAND WITH 
AUJNUSED CAPACITY 

[Million gallons per year) 


Waste 
quantity 
r 


equiring 
alternative 


Treatment or Unused 


capacity 


Capacity 
shortiail 


Wastewater @ 
treatment............... < >73 
incineration: 


Distillation 


‘ EPA is assuming that none of the. <25.6 million gallons 
per year of incineration capacity is available to treat inorganic 
sludges and solids. 

The Agency believes that based on 
the analysis of these data, sufficient 
unused commercial recovery capacity 
exists for all solvent wastes that will be 
distilled. Commercial incinerator 
capacity is insufficient to treat all 
solvent wastes requiring incineration. 
As explained in Unit IIE, when 
capacity is insufficient to treat all of the 
wastes groups requiring the same 
technology, EPA will attempt to utilize 
all of the available capacity by banning 
the more toxic or concentrated waste 
first. In this.case, if inorganic sludges 
and solids (which are soils or contain 
less than 1-percent total organics) are 
excluded, incinerator capacity is 
adequate to handle the wastes 
containing the greater concentrations of 
solvents (and total organics). 
Furthermore, EPA believes that the 
estimated incinerator capacity 
represents maximum capacity, and that 
the actual difference between ; 
incinerator capacity and the capacity 
required by organic liquids, sludges, and 
solids is insignificant. Therefore, the 
Agency concludes that.a shortfall in 


incinerator.capacity exists for inorganic 
sludges and solids. Current estimates of 
commercial wastewater treatment 
capacity also show a significant 
shortfall for treating the estimated 185 
million gallons of solvent-water 
mixtures containing less than 1 percent 
(10,000 ppm) that are currently land 
disposed each year. 

EPA is aware of recent news reports 
citing possible closure of existing 
commercial incineration capacity and 
relatively high current utilization rates. 
The Agency solicits comment on the 
extent to which available capacity has 
changed since EPA's most recent data 
collections. 


5. Time Required To Develop 
Alternative Capacity 


Because capacity is insufficient for 
solvent water mixtures and inorganic 
sludges and solids, the Agency has 
estimated the time to provide 
wastewater treatment and incinerator 
capacity, respectively, to treat these 
wastes. EPA has.conducted an in-depth 
study of the time required to provide 
facilities to treat hazardous wastes (Ref. 
64). 
All new incinerators and some tank 
treatment facilities require RCRA 
permits to manage hazardous wastes. 
The EPA study found that processing 
time for RCRA permits for treatment 
tanks, storage facilities, and incinerators 
currently averages approximately 14 
months, with a range of 4 months to 4 
years. EPA believes that some new 
facilities that treat solvent-water 
mixtures in tanks will not require RCRA 
permits because they will fall under the 
regulatory permitting exemption for 
wastewater treatment tanks at 40 CFR 
264.1(g)(6). 

The permitting time that may be 
required by new treatment facilities 
includes permits under the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System. 
Many facilities that need to build 
wastewater treatment facilities to meet 
the land disposal. restrictions will 
already have NPDES permit limits 
established for the wastes that are 
currently treated in surface 
impoundments. EPA does not require 
that these NPDES-permitted facilities 
obtain approval to change their 
treatment process unless effluent 
concentrations or discharge rates 
change (delegated States may have 
different requirements). Most 
incinerators will generate scrubber 
water, which will require treatment and 


_ subsequent discharge under NPDES. 


According to EPA's study, the EPA and 
delegated States currently require 6 
months.to 1 year to process discharge 
permits under the NPDES. ~ 


1729 


In addition to permitting, the EPA 
study found that a facility designed for 
steam stripping or carbon adsorption, 


.two common methods of treating solvert 


wastewaters, will require 1 to 3 years 
(on average) to solicit and review bids, 
finance, design, construct, and test, 
depending on the size of the facility. For 
instance, a 1,200 gallons per day (GPD) 
steam stripping facility will require from 
stet to one and a half years to complete 
these steps, whereas a 4,800 GPD unit 


" will take as long as 3 years. Various 


types of incinerators take approximately 
3 to 5 years to complete the necessary 
steps (e.g., financing, design, 
construction, and testing), depending on 
size and other factors. 

In summary, EPA data show that in 
some cases a minimum of 1 year {i.e., for 
facilities that already have necessary 
permits or are exempt from RCRA 
permitting) is required to provide 
wastewater treatment capacity for 
solvent-water mixtures, although in 
other cases 2 to 3 years are required. 
EPA is unable, however, to determine to 
what extent less than 2 years are 
needed to provide wastewater treatment 
capacity. Therefore, the Agency believes 
that 2 years is the best estimate of the 
time to provide wastewater treatment 
capacity. It appears unlikely that 
additional incinerator capacity can be 
developed within 2 years, since the total 


‘ time required to provide an incinerator 


averages 4 to 6 years. 


6. Effective Date for Land Disposal 
Restrictions 


Based on the Agency's determination 
of available alternative capacity and the 
time to provide additional treatment 
capacity, the Agency believes that a full 
2 years are required to provide sufficient 
tank treatment capacity for solvent- 
water mixtures. These wastes are 
defined as aqueous wastes containing 
less than 1 percent (10,000 ppm) of total 
organic constituents and less than 1 
percent total solids. In addition, 
insufficient incinerator capacity exists 
to treat inorganic sludges and solids. 
These wastes consist of (1) soils, and (2) 
sludges and solids which contain less 
than 1 percent total organic carbon and 
greater than 1 percent total solids. 

Therefore, EPA is proposing to grant a 
2-year variance to the effective date of 
the land disposal restrictions for these 
two categories of waste. Under this 
proposal, the treatment standards 
discussed in Unit V.G. will become 
effective November 8, 1988. Owner/ 
operators who cannot complete their 
facilities by this date can apply for a 
case-by-case extension described in 
Unit LF. 
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EPA requests comments on a 1-year 
variance, and a corresponding effective 
date of November 8, 1987. Some 
facilities probably could be completed 
before this date, and those owner/ 
operators who could not complete their 
facilities could apply for a case-by-case 
extension. If EPA granted a 1-year 
variance, however, the Agency probably 
would receive far more applications for 
extensions, and more resources would 
be required to process these 
applications. 


7. Acceptance of Applications for Case- 
by-Case Extensions 


The Agency believes that applications 
for case-by-case extensions will require 
at least 6 months to process. Therefore, 
EPA recommends that applications be 
submitted as soon as possible in order 
to prevent a lapse in the period of time 
during which the applicant may land 
dispose and store his waste. 


VI. Proposed Treatment Standards for 
Dioxin-Containing Wastes 


A. Introduction 


1. Summary of Congressional 
Mandate—Land Disposal Restrictions of 
Dioxin-Containing Hazardous Wastes 


According to section 3004(e) of RCRA, 
effective 24 months after the date of 
enactment, further land disposal of 
certain dioxin-containing wastes is 
prohibited unless EPA determines that 
such prohibition is not necessary in 
order to protect human health and the 
environment (42 U.S.C. 6924(e)). If the 
Agency fails to meet this deadline, these 
wastes will be banned automatically 
from further land disposal as of 
November 8, 1986. Section 3004{e) 
addresses the dioxin-containing EPA 
Hazardous Wastes, EPA Hazardous 
Wastes Nos. F020, F021, F022, and F023 
as referred to in EPA's proposed rule 
published in the Federal Register of 
April 4, 1983 (48 FR 14514). EPA issued 
the dioxin listing as a final rule on 
January 14, 1985 (50 FR 1978) and 
modified the numbering of the new 
listing, without making substantive 
changes to the constituents covered. The 
final listing specifically identifies 
dioxin-containing wastes of F020, F021, 
F022, F023, F026, F027, and F028. The 
listing describes an interim regulatory 
regime with respect to land disposal, 
pending further evaluation under the 
land disposal restrictions program 
which explores whether dioxin- 
containing wastes should be restricted 
from land disposal. 

In light of the congressional mandate, 
EPA is proposing in today’s action to 
regulate further land disposal of the 
following dioxin-containing hazardous 


wastes: EPA Hazardous Waste Nos. 
F020, F021, F022, F023, F026, and F027. 
F028 is a treatment residual from 
incineration or thermal treatment of 
dioxin-containing soil to six 9s DRE and 
therefore is not addressed in this 
proposal. The Agency is proposing to 
establish screening levels for the 
constituents of concern in the listed 
dioxin-containing hazardous wastes 
using the modeling approach described 
earlier. These constituent levels which 
are determined to be protective of 
human health and the environment 
represent maximum allowable 
concentrations for individual 
constituents in extracts (leachates) of 
dioxin-containing hazardous wastes 
which are determined to be protective of 
human health and the environment. — 


2. Description of the Dioxin-Containing 
Hazardous Waste Listing '* 


The dioxin listing designated certain 
wastes containing the tetra-, penta-, and 
hexachlorinated dioxins and 
diabenzofurans and certain chlorinated 
phenols as acute hazardous wastes (50 
FR 1978). This rulemaking also specified 
certain management standards for these 
wastes.These wastes are listed as acute 
hazardous wastes (except F028: residual 
from six 9s DRE for incineration of 
dioxin-contaminated soils, which is 
listed as toxic) because they contain 
tetra-, penta-, and hexachlorinated 
dibenzo-p-dioxins and dibenzofurans. In 
addition, these wastes contain tri-, tetra- 
and pentachlorophenols and their 
derivatives. The dioxin-containing 
waste listing is as follows: 
F020—Wastes (except wastewater and 

spent carbon from hydrogen chloride 

purification) from the production and 
manufacturing use (as a reactant, 
chemical intermediate, or component 
in a formulating process) of tri-, or 
tetrachlorophenol or of intermediates 
used to produce their pesticide 
derivatives. (This listing does not 
include wastes from production of 
hexachlorophene from highly purified 
2,4,5-trichlorophenol.) 

F02i—Wastes (except wastewater and 
spent carbon from hydrogen chloride 
purification) from the production or 
manufacturing use (as a reactant, 
chemical intermediates, or component 


14 The following acronyms and definitions are 
used: PCDDs—all isomers of all chlorinated 
dibenzo-p-dioxins. CDFs—all isomers of all 
chlorinated dibenzofurans. CDFs—and CDFs—all 
isomers of tetra-, penta-, and hexachlorodibenzo-p- 
dioxins and-dibenzofurans, respectively. TCDDs 
and TCDFs—all isomers of the tetrachlorodibenzo- 
p-dioxins and-dibenzofurans, respectively. TCDD 
and TCDF—the respective 2, 3,7,8-isomers. The 
prefixes Tr, T, Pe, and Hx denote the tri-, tetra-, 
penta-, and hexachiorodioxin and -dibenzofuran 
congeners, respectively. 
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in a formulating process) of 
pentachlorophenol, or of 
intermediates used to produce its 
derivatives. 

F022—Wastes (except wastewater and 
spent carbon from hydrogen chloride 
(purification) from the manufacturing 
use (as a reactant, chemical 
intermediate, or component in a 
formulating process) of tetra-, penta-, 
or hexachlorobenzenes under alkaline 
conditions. 

F023—Wastes (except wastewater and 
spent carbon from hydrogen chloride 
(purification) from the production of 
materials on equipment previously 
used for the production or 
manufacturing use (as a reactant, 
chemical intermediate, .or component 
in a formulating process) of tri-, and 
tetrachlorophenols. (This listing does 
not include wastes from equipment 
used only for the production or use of 
hexachlorophene made from highly 
purified 2,4,5,-trichlorophenol.) 

F026—Wastes (except wastewater and 
spent carbon from hydrogen chloride 
purification) from the production of 
materials on equipment previdusly 
used for the manufacturing use (as a 
reactant, chemical intermediate, or 
component in a formulation process) 
of tetra-, penta-, or hexachloro- 
benzenes under alkaline conditions. 

F027—Discarded unused formulations 
containing tri-, tetra-, or 
pentachlorophenols, or compounds 
derived from these chlorophenols. 
(This listing does not include 
formulations containing 
hexachlorophene synthesized from 
prepurified 2,4,5-trichlorophenol as 
the sole component). 

Fo28—Residues resulting from 
incineration or thermal treatment of 
soil contaminated with EPA 
Hazardous Wastes Nos. F020, F021, 
F022, F023, F026, and F027. 


The wastes covered by the listing 
include reactor residues, still bottoms, 
brines, spent filter aids, spent carbon - 
from product purification, and sludges 
from wastewater treatment. Also 
included are residues from managing 
(i.e., treating or storing, or disposing) of 
any of these wastes. Soils contaminated 
with these wastes are also regulated 
since soils contaminated by spills of 
listed hazardous wastes are defined as 
hazardous wastes (50 FR 28713, July 15, 
1985). In addition, residues in containers 
that contain any of the listed wastes are 
covered unless the container has been 
triple-rinsed with a solvent capable of 
removing the waste or the container has 
been cleaned by an alternative method 
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shown to achieve equivalent removal — 
(See 40 CFR 261.7(b)(3)).'5 


3. Summary of Regulations Affecting 
Land Disposal of Dioxin-Containing 
Wastes 


In the dioxin listing rule, EPA also 
specified additional management 
standards relating to land disposal of 
these wastes. Specifically, the Agency 
prohibited the management of the listed 
dioxin-containing wastes at interim 
status land disposal facilities and 
required land disposal facilities 

-intending to manage these wastes to 
submit a waste management plan to 
address the additional design and 
operating measures over and above 
those in Part 264 which the facility 
intends to adopt in order to prevent 
migration of the waste or waste 
constituents. (There are exceptions for 
interim status surface impoundments 
holding wastewater treatment sludges 
that are created in the impoundments as 
part of the plant's wastewater treatment 
system and interim status waste piles 
that meet the requirements of 
§ 264.250(c).) The plan is to be submitted 
by the owner or operator of the disposal 
facility as part of the Part 264 permit 
application and should address the 
following factors: 

a. The volume, physical, and chemical 
characteristics of the wastes, including 
their potential-to migrate through soil, to 
volatilize or otherwise excape into the 
atmosphere. 

b. The attenuative properties of 
underlying and surrounding soils and 
other materials. 

c. The mobilizing properties of other 
materials co-disposed with these 
wastes. 

d. The effectiveness of additional 
treatment, design, or monitoring 
techniques. 

The Agency believes that such a 
waste management plan will help 
provide assurance that these wastes are 
properly managed ‘in a land disposal 
situation. 

The exception for management at 
surface impoundments in which 
wastewater treatment sludges are 
generated was based on pragmatic as 
well as environmental considerations. If 
the Agency banned all interim status 
impoundments from managing these 
wastes, facilities generating wastewater 
treatment sludges in impoundments 
would have to halt the manufacturing 
process and obtain a permit for new 


15 If the container is cleaned, the container is 
considered empty and no longer subject to the 
regulation. However, the rinsate that is generated is 
an acute hazardous waste and, thus, subject to 
regulation (45.FR 78528, November 25, 1980). 


capacity before they could manage these 
wastes. The Agency determined that the 
short-term management of these sludges 
in interim status impoundments could be 
protective, since the sludges will absorb 
the CCDs and CDFs and sirce other 
potentially mobilizing organics will be 
present in the wastes at low 
concentrations due to dilution and 
biological treatment. In the case of 
interim status waste piles meeting the 
requirements of § 264.250({c), the Agency 
determined that such waste presents a 
minimal and acceptable risk because the 
pile is inside a structure that provides 
protection from precipitation, run-on, 
and wind dispersal, does not generate 
leachate, and does not contain free 
liquids. 


4. Quantity of Dioxin-Containing Waste 
Generated 


Approximately 14.7 million pounds 
(6,650 metric tons) of dioxin-containing 
wastes are presently covered by the 
dioxin listing rule (Ref. 67). These 
wastes are primarily associated with the 
past production and manufacturing use 
of tri- and tetra-chlorophenol and 
current manufacturing uses of 
pentachlorophenol. These quantities are 
estimates and will be revised as more 
information becomes available. The 
recent dioxin listing rule will provide the 
Agency, through its reporting 
requirements, with the universe of 
facilities that generate, transport, treat, 
store, and dispose of dioxin-containing 
wastes and the amounts generated and 
managed (40 CFR 262.41 , 264.75, and 
265.75). For the purpose of this proposal, 
however, the Agency is relying on 
available data presented above. 
(Additional information on quantity 
estimates of dioxin-containing wastes 
can be found in the public docket for 
this proposal (Ref. 67). 

The Agency is investigating through 
its Superfund program and the “Dioxin 
Strategy” (Ref. 103) the extent of dioxin 
contamination in the U.S. When these 
investigations are complete, EPA will be 
able to determine more accurately the 
total volume of contaminated soil 
covered by the rule. In the interim, an 
assessment of the extent of dioxin- 
contaminated soil can be made by 
assessing estimates made in the State of 
Missouri. Indications are that an 
estimated 1.1 billion pounds (500,000 
metric tons) of dioxin-contaminated soil 
exist in Missouri with an estimated 350 
million pounds (160,000 metric tons) of 
soil at Times Beach alone (Ref. 67). For 
purposes of this proposed rulemaking, 
the Agency is assuming that 1.1 billion 
pounds of dioxin-contaminated soil 
exist in the country, until the results of 
other EPA studies can be evaluated. 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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5. EPA Concerns With Land Disposal of 
Dioxin-Containing Wastes 


The constituents of concern in these 
wastes are CDDs, CDFs, tri-, tetra-, and 
pentachlorophenols, and chlorophenoxy 
derivatives of these chlorophenols. 
CDDs and CDFs are among the most 
potent toxic substances known. TCDD 
and a mixture of two H, CDDs are 
among the most potent animal 
carcinogens tested. These substances 
are also potential human carcinogens. 
TCDD has also been shown to be 
teratogenic, fetotoxic and embryotoxic 
at very low doses. Many CDDs and 
CDFs are acute toxicants at the ug/kg/ 
day dose rate and, even at these very 
low concentrations, are inducers of the 
liver’s enzyme system (Ref. 103a). 

CDDs and CDFs are persistent in the 
environment. Bio-degradation and 
hydrolysis decay mechanisms are not 
likely to be significant. Additionally, 
several of the constituents of concern 
can accumulate in the food chain. The 
estimated bio-accumulation factor {BCF) 
for TCDD is approximately 5,000 to 8,000 
and structure activity considerations 
make it reasonable to assume that the 
BCF for other CDDs and CDFs is similar. 
These are some of the highest BCFs 
known. The calculated BCF for the 
chlorophenols ranges from 290 for 2,4,5- 
TCP to 610 for 2,4,6-TCP. Thus, if these 
constituents migrate from these wastes, 
even in extremely low concentrations, 
they can accumulate in biological 
organisms at much higher levels. 

Investigations have documented the 
extreme immobility of TCDD in most 
soils and its low solubility in water. 
Given their physiochemical similarities, 
the other CDDs and CDFs are expected 
to be immobile in soils and water 
insoluble. However, these constituents 
are likely to be more mobile in 
situations where they are co-disposed 
with solubilizing solvents or in 
situations in which soil binding sites are 
exhausted, A recent study determined 
that chloro-organic contaminants in 
wastes, other than TCDD, may be more 
significant than soil properties in 
controlling solubility and movement of 
TCDD in contaminated soil, once the 
absorptive capacity of the natural 
organic compounds (i.e., humic acids) 
has been exhausted (Ref. 63). However, 
CDDs and CDFs are not expected to 
leach to ground water and percolate . 
through soils if proper precautions are 
taken to prevent co-disposal with 
solubilizing solvents. 

In addition, the waste management 
plan helps provide assurance as far as is 
practically possible that contamination 
of air and surface water as a result of 
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_ windblown dust, water runoff, erosion 
or flooding of waste disposal sites will 
minimize human health hazards as well 
as environmental contamination during 
handling and disposal. 


6. Contamination of Soil, Ground Water, 
and Streams 


Contamination of soil, ground water, 
and streams from the constituents of 
concern in dioxin-containing wastes has 
occurred at several uncontrolled sites. 
Most of the damage incidents described 
below focused on environmental 
pollution by TCDDs. However, it is 
reasonable to assume that TCDDs are a 
marker substance for the CDDs and 
CDFs. Hazardous wastes, including 
organic solvents and wastes from the 
production of chlorophenols, were 
disposed at the Hyde Park landfill near 
Niagara Falls, New York, from 1953 to 
1975. The landfill is estimated to contain 
about 120 kg of TCDD. A breach in the 
landfill contaminated a stream, which 
runs past thelandfill, with organic 
residues, including TCDD at an average 


concentration of 70 ppb. At the Love 
Canal landfill in Niagara Falls, New - 
York, wastes containing CDDs and 
chlorophenols were disposed from 1942 
to 1953. Numerous natural drainage 
features and three storm sewers 
underlie the area. TCDDs and 
chlorophenols have migrated into the 
environment, resulting in contamination 
of soil and sediment at a considerable 
distance from the dump site. 
Environmental contamination has also 
occurred at a facility in Jacksonville, 
Arkansas, where 2,4,5-TCP/2,4,5-T/2,4— 
D were produced. Several thousand 
drums of toluene still bottoms were 
improperly disposed. The drums 
corroded over the years and their 
contents contaminated soil, sediments of 
two nearby streams, and fish and 
aquatic life with TCDD. 

While these damage incidents and 
others (Ref. 103a) demonstrate that the 
toxic constituents in dioxin-containing 
wastes can migrate from the waste, that 
they persist in the environment, and can 
become part of the food chain, thereby 


TABLE 16 


Proposed Health-based — 
Ca reed eal al 
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posing a threat to human health when 
disposed in an uncontrolled manner, 
they are not representative of what is 
likely to occur under current regulations. 
The management requirements specified 
in the dioxin listing rule are designed to ~ 
ensure as far as practically possible that 
these wastes are properly managed in a 
land disposal situation. However, thesé 
requirements alone may not ensure that 
land disposal is protective of human 
health and the environment for as long 
as these wastes remain hazardous. 


B. Screening Levels For The 
Constituents of Concern in the Listed 


-Dioxin-Containing Wastes 


In today’s action, the Agency is | 
proposing to establish screening 
constituent levels for the dioxin- 
containing hazardous wastes, EPA 
Hazardous Waste Nos. F020, F021, F022, 
F023, F026, and F027, using the modeling 
approach described in Unit III.A. The 
chemical-specific inputs to the model 
are included in the following Table 16: 


Screening level 


2x 107° mg/1 
2x 10-* mg/1 
4x 10-'° mg/1 
4x10°-* mg/1 
5x 10-® mg/1 
5x 107? mg/1 
2x 10-* mg/1 
2x 1077 mg/1 
2x 10-* mg/1 
2x 1077 mg/1 
2x 10°-® mg/1 
2x 10-¢ mg/1 
0.35 mg/1 

* 0.0018 mg/1 
0.09 mg/1 
0.25 mg/1 


4x 10-* mg/1 
4x 10x 7mg/1 
8x10°* mg/1 
8x 10-7 mg/1 
1x 107? mg/1 
1x 10°5 mg/1 
4x 10-* mg/1 
4x 107% mg/1 
4x10-* mg/1 
4x 10-* mg/1 
4x 1077 mg/1 
41075 mg/1 
8 mg/1 

0.04 mg/1 
2mg/1 

2 mg/1 


eooooocooocooccoocoeo 


Reference Dose (Risk specific dose) = (10" */q;.*) x (body weight) / (daily water intake)=(10~*/1.56x 10° mg/kg/day") x (70 kg) / (2 1/day}=2x 10-'° mg/1. 


? Derived from the surface water 


Satn-—an Seen Gipson av Sanapear apeuiee Craiyheat date, tt vhevte bo enayertd Dest ofl leninere ave 88.7.0 dibitiigted. 


The reference dose for each of the 
CDDs and CDFs (the starting point of 
the back calculation procedure) are 
based on an evaluation procedure 
developed by the Agency's Chlorinated 
Dioxins Work Group to assess the 
toxicity of these constituents (Ref. 111a). 
In this procedure, toxicity factors for the 
CDDs and CDFs are based on an 
evaluation of the potency of the various 
CDD and CDF isomers and congeners in 
a range of systemic and biochemical 
effects. Data from experiments on 
cancer induction, reproductive effects 
and biochemical effects were used for 
this purpose. These data were 
normalized to the potency of 2,3,7,8- 
TCDD, the most toxic congener. Table 
16 lists the toxicities (Toxicity 
Equivalent Factor, TEF) of CDDs and 


CDFs relative to 2,3,7,8-TCDD and the 
health-based reference for each of the 
constituents of concern in the listed 
dioxin-containing wastes. The health- 
based references (Table 16, column 4) ~ 
were derived by applying the TEFs to 
the 10 * risk specific dose for 2,3,7,8, 
TCDD. The proposed screening levels 
(Table 16, column 7) were derived by 
applying the ground water model 
attenuation factor to the health-based 
reference point, except in the case of 
pentachlorophenol, where the 
application of the surface water model 
attenuation factor results in a more 
stringent screening level. These values 
represent the maximum concentration of 
each constituent in extracts of these 
wastes that are acceptable for land 
disposal. 


C. Analysis of Treatment Technologies 
for Dioxin-Containing Wastes and 
Determination of BDAT 


1. Applicable Treatment Technologies 


The Agency, with the promulgation of 
the dioxin listing rule, has established 
specific management standards for 
dioxin-containing wastes. With respect 
to treatment, the Agency has established 
standards for incineration and certain 
thermal treatment. The dioxin listing 
rule states that incinerators burning the 
listed CDD/CDF-containing wastes must 
achieve a destruction and removal 
efficiency of six 9s in addition to the 
other standards contained in § 264.340 
(Subpart O). The rule specifies that the 
six 9s DRE will be measured on a 
surrogate Principal Organic Hazardous 
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Constituent that is more difficult to 
incinerate than the particular CDDs or 
CDFs contained in the waste. - 

The Agency uses heats of combustion 
(HC) as its‘incinerability hierarchy: the 
lower a compound's heat of combustion, 
the more difficult it is. to incinerate. For 
example, using the heats of combustion 
hierarchy, the incinerability of a waste 
containing HxCDD would be tested 
using a POHC with a heat of combustion 
less than 2.81 kcal/gm, perhaps, 1,1,1- 
trichloroethane (HC =1.99 kcal/gm) (50 
FR 1992, January 14, 1985) in order to 
determine if a six 9s DRE was met. If an 
incinerator proved a six 9s DRE on 
pentachlorophenol, which has a heat of 
combustion of 2.09 kcal/gm, it could 
incinerate all the CDDs and CDFs, 
covered by the dioxin listing rule, since 
the CDD/CDF compound most difficult 
to decompose (incinerate) is HxCDD. 

The Agency acknowledges in the 
dioxin listing rule that there are 
presently a number of emerging thermal 
treatment technologies that may be 
applicable for the treatment of dioxin- 
containing wastes in order to render 
them non-hazardous (or at least, less 
hazardous). Some of these technologies 
are now thought to be practicable, while 
some are in the pilot stage, and pilot- 
scale field experiments need to be 
performed; others are still in early 
research and development. In the 
absence of RCRA permit standards, 
such treatment units would not be 
allowed. This would stifle and 
discourage the development of new 
treatment alternatives and the 
development of innovative technologies 
for.the treatment of these very toxic 
wastes. The Agency feels that such an 
outcome is undesirable. As a result, the 
dioxin listing rule allows for interim 
status thermal treatment units to treat 
the dioxin-containing wastes if it has 
been certified that the units meet the 
applicable performance standards in 
§ 264.343 (including six 9s DRE for 
POHCs). 

The dioxin listing rule impose certain 
restrictions on the treatment of dioxin- 
containing wastes. Only those facilities 
meeting the performance standards for 
incineration or thermal treatment, {i.e., 
six 9s DRE) can manage these wastes. 
Units which meet these specified 
performance standards for incineration 
and thermal treatment will be 
considered applicable treatment for 
dioxin-containing wastes. 

‘Much research is currently being 
conducted to develop and evaluate 
treatment technologies applicable to 
dioxin-containing wastes. Listed below 
are ‘treatment technologies that are in 
one of three stages of consideration: 
existing technologies being evaluated; 


technologies being actively researched; 
and technologies in the conceptual or 
development phase (Ref. 8). 

a. Technologies under evaluation: 

i. Mobile incineration. 

ii. High temperature, fluid-wall, 
advanced electric reactor. 

iii. Infrared heating. : 

iv. UV photolysis. 

v. Underground surface mines as 
repositories for dioxincontaminated 
soils. 

vi. Thermal desorption of 2,3,7,8- 
TCDD from contaminated soils. 

vii. White rot fungus (Phanerochaete 
chrysosporium). 

b. Current research: 

i. Sorption/desorption of 2,3,7,6-TCDD 
in contaminated soils. 

ii. Mobility of 2,3,7,8-TCDD from soils 
in water, methanol, methanol and 
toluene liquid system. 

iii. Bioavilability research. 

iv. In-situ stabilization techniques. 

c. Technologies in conceptual or 
developmental Phase: 

i. In-situ vitrification. 

ii. Recirculating fluidized bed. 

iii. Fluidized bed. . 

iv. Chemically modified clays. 

v. Catalytic UV-ozone. 

vi. Supercritical water. 

vii. At-sea incineration. 

Few data currently exist, however, on 
the performance of these technologies 
on all types of dioxin wastes. The 
Agency is continuing to gather data and 
information on these and other emerging 
technologies in order to evaluate their 
future potential as an applicable 
treatment technology. 


2. Demonstrated Technologies for 
Dioxin-Containing Wastes 


Incineration is the only technology 
which has been fully demonstrated for 
treating dioxin-containing wastes. A 
field demonstration of EPA’s Mobile 
Incineration System (MIS) was recently 
conducted on dioxin-containing wastes 


(F020, F022, F023, F026, and F027) at the 


Denney Farm Site in McDowell, 
Missouri. This full-scale demonstration 
was conducted in accordance with the 
incineration performance standards 
specified in the dioxin listing rule, i.e. 
six 9s DRE. 

During the field demonstration at the 
Denney Farm Site, various dioxin- 
containing solids, liquids and soils were 
incinerated. They included: CDD-/CDF- 
contaminated soil, activated carbon, 
drum remnants, miscellaneous trash, 
asphaltic material, mixed solvents and 
process wastes. The data indicate that 
this full-scale mobile incineration unit, 
operating at six 9s DRE is capable of 
treating dioxin-containing wastes and 
constituents subject to this rule. 
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Accordingly, EPA determines that units 
meeting the performance standards of 
the dioxin listing rule (six 9s DRE) also 
meet the “demonstrated” component of 
the BDAT standard. 

Another tvpe of incinerator which 
meets the “demonstrated” component of 
the BDAT standard, are those units 
burning polychlorinated biphenyls. 
These incinerators are required to 
operate under conditions that result in 
six 9s destruction (40 CFR 761.70). 
Similar DREs are expected to be 
achievable for CDDs and CDFs in these 
units, since PCBs and CDDs and CDFs 
have similar degrees of incinerability 
(heats of combustion). Consistent 
destruction of PCBs to six 9s DRE has 
been demonstrated full-scale at a 
number of facilities (e.g., those of SCA, 
Incorporated in Chicago, Illinois; Rollins 
Environmental Services, in Deer Park, 
Texas; the facilities operated by Energy 
Systems Company in El Dorado, 
Arkansas; and by the General Electric 
Corporation in Waterford, New York). 

The Agency has determined that 
incinerators operating in accordance 
with the performance standards 
specified in 40 CFR 761.70 for PCB 
wastes, namely six 9s destruction, also 
meet the “demonstrated” component of 
the BDAT standard. 


3. Analysis of Relative Risk 


, EPA has evaluated the potential risks 
posed by incineration of a dioxin- 
containing waste compared to the 
potential risks posed by land disposal of 
the same waste in a landfill. The Agency 
determined that for the selected waste, 
incineration posed a lower potential risk 
than land disposal. The waste selected 
for the analysis was an off-specification 
pesticide product with 0.6 ppm TCDD 
equivalents. Incineration is modeled 
because it is the only demonstrated 
treatment method for dioxincontaining 
wastes. The Agency believes that the 
risks presented by potential land 
disposal and incineration of the selected 
dioxin-containing waste are adequately 
simulated in the modeling procedure. As 
better data become available 
characterizing additional dioxin- 
containing wastes, the Agency will 
include this information and expand its 
evaluation. 


4. Determination of BDAT 


Currently, the only sufficently 
demonstrated treatment technology for 
dioxin-containing wastes .is incineration. 
Incineration to six 9s DRE achieves 
lower concentrations of CDDs and CDFs 
in the treatment residuals than 
incineration to four 9s DRE (current 
standard for all RCRA hazardous 
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wastes except dioxin-containing 
wastes). The efficiency of incineration 
of dioxin-containing wastes has been 
demonstrated full-scale by the 
successful dioxin burn at six 9s DRE in 
the EPA Mobile Incineration System at 
the Denney Farm Site in McDowell, 
Missouri and the incineration of PCB 
wastes at six 9s destruction at a number 
of facilities. Data have recently been 
collected on incineration residues that 
were generated during the field 
demonstration of the MIS (50 FR 23721, 
June 5, 1985). These residues included 
the process wastewater, the rotary kiln 
ash, the filter media generated from a 
cleanable high efficiency air filter 
(CHEAF) particulate scrubber, and other 
solids removed from the wastewater.?® 
Analytical data on the organic 
constituents in the incineration residues 
from six 9s DRE showed no detectable 
levels of CDDs/CDFs in the filtered 
scrubber water, kiln ash, or CHEAF 
residue by routine analytical methods. 
Although no detectable levels of CDDs 
and CDFs were found in the residuals 
from the MIS trial burn, the actual 
concentrations of CDDs and CDFs in 
these residues are likely to be much less 
than the maximum possible 
concentrations projected from detection 
limits. Most of the analyses were 
performed in accordance with the 
methods specified in SW-846 (Ref. 
120a). However, these methods, 
developed for routine use, are not 
designed to achieve extremely low 
detection limits. When a.research 
analytical method was applied to the 
ash, a fifty-fold reduction in the 
detection limit was achieved. 
Preliminary results using this method 
show that the ash residues are likely to 
contain no more than 4 ppt of TCDD 
equivalents (i.e., a fiftieth of the 
maximum concentration projected from 
detection limits).-With respect to the 
aqueous waste, the estimated maximum 
concentration of CDDs and CDFs (6 ppt, 
based on detection limits), in the 
wastewater, probably overestimates the 
concentration by a factor of 50. Thus, a 
more realistic estimate for the 
concentrations of CDDs and CDFs in the 
wastewater would be about 0.1 ppt. 


16 The other solids include particulates collected 
from the secondary combustion chamber and sludge 
which is collected from the air pollution control 
equipment sumps and from the clarifier on the 
process waterpurge stream threatment system. The 
carbon filters are not included in the other solids 
category and hence are not a subject of this notice. 


The data from the MIS burn show that 
residues resulting from the incineration 
of CDDs and CDFs at six 9s DRE contain 
these toxicants at concentrations about 
five to seven orders of magnitude less 
than those in the starting material. Thus, 
solid residues resulting from 
incineration at six 9s DRE of dioxin- 
containing wastes containing 10 ppm 
TCDD may be expected to contain less 
than .1 ppb TCDD.?’ As stated in the 
delisting petition for the MIS (50 FR 
23721, June 5, 1985), it is the Agency’s 
usual practice to use the detection limit 
as the possible upper level exposure 
limit for purposes of hazard evaluation 
when a constituent is not detected. For 
example, the detection limits for the 
TCDDs in wastewater was reported at 
0.98 to 3.9 ppt. Therefore, TCDDs could 
be present in the filtered scrubber water 
in concentrations up to 3.9 ppt. 

Because CDDs and CDFs are of 
similar incinerability (heats of 
combustion) to PCBs, it is reasonable to 
expect that incineration of these 
constituents at similar initial waste 
concentrations would result in similar 
residual concentrations to PCBs. Data 
are available on PCB and CDD/CDF 
concentrations in treatment residuals 
from several incinerators burning 
industrial chlorinated wastes, PCB 
wastes, and dioxin-containing wastes 
(Ref. 103a). These data demonstrate that 
an incinerator operating at six 9s DRE 
can achieve extremely low 
concentrations of CDDs, CDFs, and 
PCBs in the treatment residuals. 
According to these data, incinerator 
scrubber water from the treatment of 
chlorinated industrial wastes, contain 
less than 0.001 ppb of various CDD 
congeners. Also, PCB incineration at six 
9s DRE results in residual 
concentrations 0.01 to 0.2 ppb of PCB in 
the ash to 0.01 to 50 ppb PCBs in other 
residuals. 

The Agency has evaluated 
performance data for the incineration of 
dioxin-containing wastes at six 9s DRE. 
This treatment is the only 
“demonstrated” technology for these 
wastes. The Agency has concluded that 
incineration to six 9s DRE substantially 
dimishes the toxicity of dioxin wastes 
subject to this rule, and minimizes short- 
term and long-term threats to human 
health and the environment from those 


17 Concentrations of CDDs and CDFs in the 
residue equals the amount in the waste feed times 
the fraction remaining=10 mg/kg x 10° ng/mg x 
(10-7 to 10-5 reduction) = 1 to 100 ng/kg = 1 to 100 
ppt. This estimate assumes that the net formation of 
CDDs and CDFs in the course of incineration is 
negligible. This assumption is warranted because 
the conditions necessary to ensure six 9s DRE are 
presumably consistent with conditions to minimize 
the formation of products of incomplete combustion. 
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wastes that may remain after treatment. 
As previously discussed in Unit III B., 
EPA considers treatment methods to be 
substantial if they result in 
nondetectable levels of hazardous 
constituents of concern in residuals. 
Therefore, best demonstrated 
achievable technology for treating 
dioxin-containing wastes subject to the 
land disposal restrictions consists of 
incineration to six 9s DRE. 


D. Comparison of BDAT and Screening 
Levels and Establishment of Treatment 
Standards \ 


1. Comparison of BDAT and Screening 
Levels 


The Agency has determined that the 
only sufficiently demonstrated 
technology for the treatment of dioxin- 
containing wastes is incineration. 
However, the agency cannot exclusively 
state that incineration to six 9s DRE will 
achieve the screening levels for the 
CDDs and CDFs because these levels 
are below those which can be detected 
using standard EPA methods. The 
detection limit for the CDDs and CDFs 
in waste extracts analyzed, using 
method 8280 specified in SW-846, is 1.0 
ppb (Ref. 120a). Current analytical data 
indicate that residual concentrations for 
the CDDs and CDFs from the 
incineration of dioxin-containing wastes 
will be far below that detectable by 
standard EPA analytical methods (50 FR 
23721, June 5, 1985). Therefore, the 
Agency is using the detection limit to 
establish the treatment standard under 
proposed § 268.42. 


2. Treatment Standard for Dioxin- 
Containing Wastes 


Under today's proposal, wastes 
identified by the hazardous waste 
listings as F020, F021, F022, F023, F026, 
and F027, must be treated to a level 
below the detection limit if there are any 
detectable levels of the CDDs and CDFs 
in the extracts of the wastes prior to 
their being disposed in a RCRA Subtitle 
C land disposal facility.1®. However, 
wastes exceeding the detection limit can 
only be treated in accordance with the 
criteria for incineration as specified 
under 40 CFR Parts 264.343 and 265.352 
in the dioxin listing rule. The Agency 
believes that such treatment in 
combination with the management 
requirements specified in the dioxin 


18 Revisions to RCRA method 8280 specified in 
SW-846 may result in a lowering of the current 
detection limit. For example, if the method is 
revised and the detection limit is lowered from the 
current limit of 1.0 ppb to 1.0 ppt, this new detection 
limit will become the level at which wastes will be 
banned from land disposai. 
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listing rule will help provide assurance 
that these wastes are properly managed 
in a land disposal situation. The 
generator also has the option of treating 
dioxin-containing wastes by 
incineration to six 9s DRE rather than 
first conducting the extraction 
procedure. 

The Agency acknowledges in the 
dioxin listing rule that there are 
presently a number of emerging thermal 
treatment technologies that may be used 
to treat dioxin-containing wastes in 
order to render them non-hazardous (or 
at least, less hazardous). Although these 
units have not yet been demonstrated 
for all dioxin waste matrices or at full- 
scale, for purposes of this proposal, 
thermal treatment units certified as 
meeting the applicable performance 
standards in 40 CFR 264.383 (including 
six 9s DRE for POHCs in the waste) may 
also be used as a treatment method 
under RCRA section 3004(m). 


E. Determination of Alternative 
Capacity and Ban Effective Dates 


1. Required Alternative Capacity for 
Dioxin-Containing Wastes 


As discussed in Unit VI.A.5, the actual 
volume of wastes subject to the dioxin 
rule are still being evaluated and 
revised by the Agency. It is believed, 
however, that the quantity of wastes 
currently being generated that will be 
subject to the dioxin rule amounts to 3 
million pounds (1,350 metric tons) (Ref. 
67). It is more difficult to assess the 
quantities of waste that have been 
stored over the years or those subject to 
remedial or cleanup activities (including 
contaminated soils), that fall under this 
rule. The Agency believes that the latter 
will create a larger demand on capacity 
than the currently generated wastes. As 
mentioned earlier, the Agency is 
continuing to evaluate the universe of 
these wastes and will in the future be 
better able to present actual volumes. 
The Agency requests information and 
data in this area to assist it with its 
efforts. 


2. Treatment Disposal and Recovery 
Capacity Currently Available 


Currently, there is no disposal or 
recovery capacity for dioxin-containing 
wastes. In addition, no incinerator or 
other thermal treatment facility has 
been approved by the Agency to treat 
dioxin-containing wastes. Although 
several certification petitions have been 
received by the Agency, no incineration 
or thermal treatment units have been 
certified/permitted as required under 
the dioxin listing rule. 

Interim status incinerators that have 
been approved under TSCA to burn 


PCBs are a type of incinerator for which 
the owner/operator may wish to apply . 
for certification. As pointed out earlier, 
PCB incinerators are a logical choice to 
burn these wastes because they are 
required to meet the same performance 
standard (six 9s DRE) required under 
the dioxin listing rule, and PCBs in some 
cases, afe more difficult to incinerate 
than CDDs and CDFs. There are 
currently three commercial incinerators 
approved under TSCA to burn PCBs. In 
addition to these units, several other 
incinerators under development may be 
available (contingent on certification) 
for treating CDD/CDF-containing waste. 
However, the Agency has no indication 
whether or when any of these, or any 
other facility will be certified to treat 
dioxin-containing wastes. 

The Agency has full confidence in the 
safeguards provided by the required 
management standards. EPA is 
committed to move rapidly to assure 
that approved capacity is available to 
properly manage the listed dioxin- 
containing wastes. Agency efforts in this 
area include identification of facilities 
that could properly manage dioxin 
wastes, and encouraging owners and 
operators to apply for the necessary 
Federal, State, and local permits. The 
EPA regional offices will work closely 
with these facilties to expedite their 
applications with the Federal, State and 
local governments. 

It is difficult to predict accurately, 
however, when facilities will be on-line. 
At the present time, however, no 
facilities have been approved to dispose, 
recover or thermally treat dioxin- 
containing wastes, and for purposes of 
this proposed rule,.there is currently no 
capacity available to meet the treatment 
standards. 


3. Time to Develop Capacity 


The Agency anticipates that 
certifications to burn dioxin-containing 
waste will be issued in the near future. 
It is difficult to predict, however, when 
these certifications will occur. A review 
of past permitting actions indicates that 
the length of time needed to obtain a 
permit to operate a ‘major hazardous 
waste treatment facility can take as long 
as 2 to 3 years. While the Agency 
believes that certification of existing 
incinerators should not take as long as 
permitting new facilities, no data exist 
from which to determine the most likely 
time period for this certification to 
occur. 


4. Land Disposal Restriction Effective 
Date 


Section 3004(h)(2) indicates that EPA 
need not establish the effective date of 
the land disposal restrictions 
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immediately, but can set the effective 
date on the earliest date on which 
adequate alternative treatment, 
recovery, or disposal capacity will be 
available. In this case, as has been 
discussed in Unit VI.E.2, alternative 
capacity is not currently available due 
to the lack of treatment facilities 
certified to destroy dioxin wastes. 
Although it is not clear how long it will 
take for a facility to obtain certification, 
EPA estimates that the process can take 
as long as 2 to 3 years. Accordingly, EPA 
is proposing to grant the maximum 2- 
year variance allowed under section 
3004(h)(2). If a 2-year variance is 
granted, the effective date for the land 
disposal restriction decisions affecting 
hazardous waste listings F020, F021, 
F022, F023, F026 or F027 would be 
November 18, 1988.-In the interim, 
facilities will be required to manage 
these wastes in accordance with the 
requirements of the dioxin listing rule. 
EPA will reconsider this effective date 
and will specify an earlier date if, prior 
to final rulemaking, one or more 
facilities that meet the treatment method 
specified in Unit VI.C.5 are certified by 
EPA, and if the unused capacity of these 
facilities is sufficient to destroy the 
quantity of dioxin wastes that are 
subject to the land disposal restrictions. 
Upon reconsideration, the Agency may 
choose to grant a shorter variance (e.g., 
1 year) or to make the ban effective 
immediately upon final promulgation. 


F. Request for Comments 


The Agency requests public comment 
on all aspects of the approach outlined 
in today's proposal. However, public 
comment is especially requested with 
respect to establishing incineration to 
six 9s DRE as the treatment standard if 
any detectable levels of CDDs or CDFs 
are found in extracts of the listed 
dioxin-containing wastes. Also, the 
Agency solicits comment on the use of 
method 8280 specified in SW-846 (Ref. 
120a). for determining if any dioxins are 
present in extracts of dioxin-containing 
wastes and requests information on 
other appropriate methods which could 
be used for the same purpose. 


VII. California List 


As stated earlier, effective 32 months 
after the date of enactment, further land 
disposal of the California List 
constituents is prohibited unless EPA 
determines that such prohibition is not 
required to protect human health and 
the environment (see Unit L.B.2 of 
today’s action). If the Agency fails to 
meet this deadline, the wastes will be 
banned automatically from further land 
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disposal at the levels specified in the 
statute. ; 

Congress incorporated the California 
List into the provisions of the HSWA 
primarily because the State of California 
had conducted studies and initiated 
rulemaking which demonstrate that 
waste containing these constituents at 
the designated concentrations may be 
harmful to humans and the environment. 
(S. Rep. No. 98-284, 98th Congress, ist 
Sess. 17 (1983).) Congress’ intent in 
specifying threshold levels for these 
constituents was to avoid time- 
consuming litigation over the selection 
of appropriate levels (H.R. Rep. No. 98- 
198, 98th Congress, 1st Sess. 35(1983).} 
The Agency is authorized to establish 
less stringent levels based on BDAT if 
BDAT cannot achieve the levels 
specified in the statute (or a more 
stringent level that EPA may establish). 
The Agency also may authorize land 
disposal of the specified constituents at 
concentrations that are less stringent 
than the level prescribed in the statute if 
it is demonstrated through a petition 
under section 3004{d} that less stringent 
levels will be proteciive of human health 
and the environment at a particular site. 

The Act also provides EPA the 
flexibility to substitute more stringent 
levels, where necessary to protect 
human health and the environment 
under section 3004(d)(2). The Agency, 
does not interpret this provision as 
imposing an affirmative duty on the 
Agency to initiate studies to determine 
whether the statutory levels are 
protective. 

Although there is no affirmative duty 
to do so, the Agency is re-evaluating the 
California list constituent levels. EPA is 
considering using the ground water back 
calculation model to evaluate liquid 
waste containing California list metals. 
The MINTEQ component of the model 
will account for variables such as 
speciation of metals and dilution and 
dispersion in ground water. The 
halogenated organic compounds (HOCs) 
category is more comprehensive and, 
therefore, more difficult to evaluate than 
the other California List categories. 
Because of the diversity inherent in this 
group of constituents (i.e., it includes 
compounds which exhibit a wide range 
of toxicological, chemical, and physical 
properties), and the lack of data on 
individual HOCs, the Agency is unable 
to use the ground water model which is 
constituent-specific in its evaluation. 
Moreover, since HOCs are the only 
category for which Congress specified 
both liquid and solid wastes for 
prohibition, the Agency must identify a 
practical test method for determining the 
content of these constituents in solid 


hazardous waste. Therefore, the Agency 
is soliciting comment on how to 
evaluate the specified level for HOCs. If 
the Agency cannot resolve the 
difficulties with evaluating HOCs, it 
may not re-examine the statutory levels. 

The Agency anticipates proposing 
treatment standards for the California 
List constituents in approximately 6 
months. 


VIII. Relationship of the Part 268 Land 
Disposal Restrictions Provisions To 
Other Statutory and Regulatory 
Requirements 


A. Relationship to Other Statutory Ban 
Provisions 


The 1984 Amendments to RCRA 
include several other provisions that 
ban or restrict specific practices. These 
provisions include: conditional 
restrictions on the placement of 
hazardous wastes in salt dome 
formations, salt bed formations, and 
underground mines and caves (section 
3004(b)); restrictions on the disposal of 
bulk and containerized liquid wastes in 
landfills (section 3004(c)}); a ban on the 
use of dioxin-contaminated materials 
and other hazardous wastes (except for 
wastes identified solely on the basis of 
ignitability) for dust suppression or 
other road treatment.(section 3004(I)}); 
and a ban on underground injection of 
hazardous waste into or above a 
formation which contains an 
underground source of drinking water 
within one-quarter mile of the well used 
for the injection (section 7010(a)). Based 
on the specific statutory language in 
section 3004 (b) and (c), determinations 
by the Administrator under section 3004 
(d), (e), or (g) do not supersede the 
statutory restrictions on placement of 
hazardous wastes in salt dome and salt 
bed formations and underground mines 
and caves or the statutory restrictions 
on liquids in landfills contained in 
section 3004(c)(1). The language of 
section 3004{m)(2) also indicates that 
compliance with the section 3004{m) 
treatment standards exempts wastes 
only from prohibitions promulgated 
under section 3004 (d), (e), (f), or (g). 
Thus, compliance with section 3004(m) 
does not provide an exemption from 
restrictions on salt domes, salt bed 
formations, and underground mines and 
caves (section 3004(b)), or liquids in 
landfills (section 3004(c)). Likewise, the 
Agency interprets the statutory ban on 
use of hazardous wastes for dust 
suppression or road treatment and the 
ban on certain injection of hazardous 
waste as overriding any Agency 
decisions under section 3004 (d), (e), (g), 
or (m). 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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B. Relationship To Hazardous Waste 
Identification Regulations 


In 40 CFR 260,22, procedures are 
identified for the submission of petitions 
to amend 40 CFR Part 261 to exclude a 
waste produced at a particular facility 
from regulation as a hazardous waste 
(i.e., to delist the waste). The Agency 
recently amended these procedures in 
response to additional requirements 
imposed by HSWA (50 FR 28702, July 15, 
1985). Standards promulgated under 
section 3004{m) are not an Agency 
determination of the appropriate levels 
for delisting. A delisting determination 
is based on a finding that the waste 
need not be subject to regulatory control 
under Subtitle C of RCRA, but rather 
that the waste can be safely managed in 
a Subtitle D facility. This is a different 
determination than the Agency must 
make an establishing treatment 
standards. Treatment standards based 
on health-based thresholds assure 
protection of human health and the 
environment when waste is managed in 
a Subtitle C facility. Treatment 
standards based on technology-based 
levels assure that the mobility or 
toxicity of the waste has been 
substantially reduced. 


The Agency will shortly propose a 
new characteristic for identifying 
wastes as hazardous—the Organic 
Toxicity Characteristic. Under this 
characteristic, wastes will be 
determined to be hazardous if the 
concentration of hazardous constituents 
in an extract from the waste exceeds 
specified levels. The approach being 
used to determine the appropriate levels 
of regulatory control in the Organic 
Toxicity Characteristic is similar to the 
approach being used by the Agency is - 
establishing health-based thresholds. In 
developing regulatory levels for the 
Organic Toxicity Characteristic, the 
Agency will use a back calculation 
procedure using fate and transport 
equations in much the same way as the 
Agency is establishing health-based 
thresholds. However, the scenario being 
modeled for purposes of establishing 
regulatory levels for the Organic 
Toxicity Characteristic represents a 
Subtitle D, non-hazardous waste facility. 
Wastes containing constituents at 
concentrations below the regulatory 
levels for the characteristic can be 
safely managed at a facility that does 
not meet the engineering standards 
required for Subtitle C facilities and thus 
will not be identified as hazardous 
wastes. In those cases where the section 
3004(m) treatment standard is expressed 
as a leach concentration, the Agency is 
proposing to use the same leach 
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procedure used in the Organic Toxicity 
Characteristic to determine whether a 
waste complies with this standard. 


C. Relationship To 40 CFR: Parts 264 and 
265-Standards 


Compliance with the section 3004(m) 
treatment standards does not relieve 
owners and operators of their 
responsibility to comply with other 
applicable requirements such as the 
requirement to install liners and 
leachate removal systems, to conduct 
ground water monitoring and corrective 
action, and to comply with closure and ° 
post-closure requirements.and financial 
responsibility requirements. In addition, 


. owners and operators are not relieved of 


the responsibility to comply with 
existing or future applicable location 
standards. 


IX. State Authority 


A. Applicability of Rules in Authorized 
States 


Under section 3006 of RCRA, EPA 
may authorize qualified States to 
administer and enforce the RCRA 
program within the State. See 40 CFR 
Part 271 for the standards and 
requirements for authorization. 
Following authorization, EPA retains 
enforcement authority under sections 
3008, 3013 and 7003 of RCRA, although 
authorized States have primary 
enforcement responsibility. 

Prior to the Hazardous and Solid 
Waste Amendments of 1984 remending” 
RCRA; a State with final authorization 
administered its,hazardous waste 
program entirely in lieu of the Federal 
program. The Federal requirements no 
longer applied in the authorized State, 
and EPA could not issue permits for any 
facilities in the State which the State 
was authorized to permit. When new, 
more stringent Federal requirements 
were promulgated or enacted, the State 
was obligated to enact equivalent 
authority within specified timeframes. 
New Federal requirements did not take 
effect in an authorized State until the 
oe adopted the requirements as State 

aw. ~ 

In contrast, under newly enacted 
section 3006(g) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. 
6926(g), new requirements and 
prohibitions imposed by the HSWA take 
effect in authorized States at the same 
time that they take effect in 
‘ nonauthorized States. EPA is directed to 
carry out these requirements and 
prohibitions in authorized States, 
including the issuance of permits, until 
the State is granted authorization to do- 
so. While States must still adopt 
HSWA-related provisions as State law 
to retain final authorization, the HSWA 


. 


applies in authorized States in the ' 
interim. 

Today's proposed rule would be 
added to Table 1 in § 271.1(j) which 
identifies the Federal program 
requirements that are promulgated 
pursuant to HSWA. The Agency 7A 
believes that it is extremely important to 
specify clearly which EPA regulations 
implement HSWA since these 
requirements are immediately effective 
in authorized States. States may apply 
for either interim or final authorization 
for the HSWA provisions identified in 
Table 1 as discussed in the following 
unit of this preamble. 


B. Effect on State Authorizations 


Today's action proposes standards 
that would be effective in all States 
since the requirements are imposed 
pursuant to section 3004 (d) through (k), 
and (m) of HSWA, 42 U.S.C. 6924. Thus, 
EPA will implement the standards in 
nonauthorized States and in authorized 
States until they revise their programs to 
adopt these rules and the revision is 
approved by EPA. 

A State may apply to receive either 
interim or final authorization under 
section 3006(g)(2) or 3006(b), 
respectively, on the basis of 
requirements that are substantially 
equivalent or equivalent to EPA's. The 
procedures and schedule for State 
program revisions under section 3006(b) 
are described in 40 CFR 271.21 (see 49 
FR 21678, May 22, 1984). The same 
procedures should be followed for 
section 3006{g)(2). 

Applying § 271.21(e)(2), States that 
have final authorization must revise 
their programs within a year of 
promulgation of EPA's regulations if 
only regulatory changes are necessary, 
or within 2 years of promulgation if 
statutory changes are necessary. These 
deadlines can be extended in 
exceptional cases (40 CFR 271.21(e)(3)). 

States with authorized RCRA 
programs may have requirements 
similar to those in today's proposed rule. 
These State regulations have not been 
assessed against the Federal regulations 
being proposed today to determine 
whether they meet the tests for 
authorization. Thus, a State is not 
authorized to carry out these 
requirements in lieu of EPA until the 
State program revision is approved. As a 
result, the standards in today's proposed 
rule will apply in all States, including 
States with existing standards similar to 
those in today's action. States with 
existing standards may continue to 
administer and enforce their standards 
as a matter of State law. In 
implementing the Federal program, EPA 
will work with States under cooperative 
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agreements to minimize duplication of 
effort. In many cases, EPA will be able 
to defer to the States in their efforts to 
implement their programs, rather than 
take separate actions under Federal 
authority. 

States that submit official applications 
for final authorization less than 12 
months after promulgation of EPA's 
regulations may receive approval 
without including standards equivalent 
to those promulgated. However, once 
guthorized, a State must revise its 
program to include standards 
substantially equivalent or equivalent to 
EPA’s within the 'time periods discussed 
above. 


C. State Implementation 


There are four unique aspects of EPA 
actions under today's proposal which 
affect State implementation and the 
impact of State actions on regulated 
parties: 

1. Under section 268, Subpart C, EPA's 
imposition of nationwide disposal bans 
for all generators and disposers of 
certain types of hazardous wastes. 

2. Under § 268.41, EPA's granting of a 
national variance extension for all 
generators and disposers for up to 2 
years, due to insufficient alternative 
national capacity. 

3. Under § 268.4, EPA's granting of 
case-by-case extensions to the 
nationwide bans for 1 year (renewable 
for an additional year) for specific 
applicants who lack adequate capacity. 

4. Under § 268.5, EPA's granting of 
petitions of specific duration to dispose 
of certain hazardous waste in a 
particular unit or units where it can be 
demonstrated that there will be no 
migration of hazardous constituents for 
as long as the waste remains hazardous. 

Regarding item 1, in order to retain 
authorization, States must adopt any 
national ban which EPA imposes under 
RCRA. As provided in section 3009 of 
RCRA, State requirements can be no 
less stringent than those of the Federal 
program. f 

Extending the imposition of a 
nationwide ban (i.e., items b and 3 
above) is the sole responsibility of the 
Administrator of EPA and cannot be 
delegated to the States. Because RCRA 
section 3004(h)(3) refers to the 
Administrator taking action specifically 
after consulting with the affected States, 
it is clear that the statute intends-that 
these actions be reserved for the 
Administrator, not States. Further, the 
actions are to be taken on the basis of 
national concerns which only the 
Administrator would be in the position 
to be aware of and evaluate. 
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On the other hand, under item 4 
above, States which have the authority 
to impose bans may be authorized under 
section 3006 to grant petitions for 
exemptions from bans. This is because 
the statutory language differs and 
because decisions on petitions do not 
require the same type of national 
perspective as the decisions to ban 
waste or grant extensions discussed 
above. In accordance with section 
3004(i), EPA will issue for publication in 
the Federal Register notices of 
authorized States’ decision on petitions. 

Notwithstanding any of the above 
EPA actions, States are free to impose 
their own disposal bans. Such bans may 
be imposed by States because State 
programs are permitted to be more 
stringent or broader in scope than the 
Federal program. (See section 3009 of 
RCRA and 40 CFR 271.1{i).) Where 
States impose bans of their own which 
contravene an EPA action such as a 
variance, extension or granting of a 
petition, the more stringent State ban 
would govern and the EPA action would 
be without meaning in the State. 

EPA will issue additional guidance on 
State authorization regarding the above 
issues. 


X. Implementation of the Part 268 Land 
Disposal Restrictions Program 

The requirements of the HSWA and 
the resulting proposed regulations under 
40 CFR Part 268 pertaining to land 
disposal restrictions, when combined 
with existing hazardous waste 
management requirements, will make 
the management of restricted wastes 
{i.e., those wastes listed in Part 268 
Subpart C) more complex than the 
current management of hazardous 
wastes. In most cases several options 


will be available for the management of 
restricted wastes. In order to provide 
direction to generators and treatment 
and/or disposal facilities, EPA has 
prepared guidance which outlines the 
proposed Part 268 regulatory 
requirements with which waste handlers 
will have to comply. The following 
guidance provides references to 
applicable Parts 264 and 265 
requirements as well as proposed Part 
268 requirements for implementation of 
the various wast@ management options. 
The waste management options 
provided under Part 268 for the 
treatment and disposal of restricted 
wastes are dependent both upon the 
type of waste and the concentrations of 
hazardous constituents in the waste. 
The following steps are offered as 
guidance in determining the appropriate 
waste management procedures to refer 
to in Table 17 at the end of this unit. 

Step 1. Determine whether the 
hazardous waste is listed in Part 268 
Subpart C. If not, the hazardous waste is 
not a restricted waste and is not subject 
to the land disposal restrictions under 
Part 268. 

Step 2. If the waste is listed in Part 268 
Subpart C, determine whether the waste 
contains any hazardous constituents 
with concentrations at or exceeding the 
levels listed in Table CCWE under 
§ 268.42. (See Procedure 1 below.) If 
none of the applicable concentration 
levels are met or exceeded, the 
hazardous waste may be land disposed 
without further restriction under Part 
268. (See Procedure 6 below.) 

Step 3. If the waste contains 
hazardous constituents with the 
concentration of any constituent at or 
exceeding a level listed in Table CCWE, 
the waste is subject to Part 268 land 


Federal Register / Vol. 51, No. 9 / Tuesday, January 14, 1986 / Proposed Rules 


disposal restrictions. If a treatment 
technology is specified for the waste 
under § 268.40(a), that identified 
technology (see Procedure 2a below) or 


. an equivalent treatment method (see 


Procedure 2b below) must be used to 
treat the waste. If a treatment 
technology is not specified under 

§ 268.40(a), any appropriate treatment 
method may be used to reduce 
hazardous constituent concentration 
levels to levels below any level listed in 
Table CCWE of § 268.42. The exceptions 
to Step 3 (applying the required 
treatment standards of Part 268 Subpart 
D) are as follows: 

a. Case-by-case extension. An 
application for an extension to an 
effective date (see Procedure 3 below) 
due to a shortage of treatment capacity 
nationwide may be submitted to the 
Administrator which if approved, would 
allow continued land disposal of a 
specific waste for up to two 1-year 
periods. 

b. Petition. Approval of a petition (see 
Procedure 4 below) would allow 
continued land disposal of a specific 
waste in a specific unit provided the 
petitioner demonstrates such disposal is 
protective of human health and the 
environment. 

c. Treatment in a surface 
impoundment. Wastes may be treated 
for up to 1 year in a surface 
impoundment meeting specified design 
and locational requirements. (See 
Procedure 5 below.) 

Step 4. Restricted wastes which have 
been treated in accordance with Step 3 
may be land disposed without further 
restriction under Part 268. (See 
Procedure 6 below.) 


TABLE 17—LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTION PROCEDURES 


Generator 


Procedure 
Determine Constituent Con- 
centrations in Waste or 
Waste Extract (40 CFR 
268.6 and 268.40(b)). 


1.—Analysis to The generator must determine, through either test- 
ing or knowledge of the waste, whether his waste 
meets the treatment standards- under 40 CFR 
Part 268 Subpart D. If the hazardous constituents 
in the waste extract or waste do not exceed the 


RCRA TSD Facility Operating Under interim Status 


concentrations listed in Table CCWE, the waste 
is not subject to further restriction under 40 CFR 
Part 268, although the generator must designate 
on the manifest a land disposal facility which is 
authorized to dispose of the waste (40 CFR 


262.20). 


f the hazardous constituents in the waste extract 
Or waste equal or exceed the treatment stand- 
ards, the waste is subject to the land disposal 
restrictions and the generator must pursue one or 
more of the available options under 40 CFR Part 
268 (case-by-case extension, petition, or treat- i 


ment). 


The facility must either have documentation of tests 


RCRA TSD Facility Operating Under a Permit 


The facility must either have documentation of tests 
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TABLE 17—LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTION PRICEDURES—Continued 


Generator 


Equivalent 


ed Waste (40 CFR 268.40 
(a)). 


Treatment has the ability to treat the restricted waste using 
Method to Treat a Restrict- an Equivalent Treatment Method approved by the 


RCRA TSD Facility Operating Under Interim Status 


RCRA TSD Facility Operating Under a Permit 


hazardous waste ' but may be land disposed. 
Procedure 2b.—Use of an The generator must send its waste to a facility that The treatment facility must petition the Administra- 


tor for approval of an Equivalent Treatment 
Method in accordance with 40 CFR 268.41(b). 


The treatment residue, after treatment by the re- 
quired technology(ies), must be managed as a 


Generators seeking a case-by-case extension must 
apply to the Administrator. The extension does 
not become effective until a notice of approval is 


FR oor the 


The generator must send its wastes to a 
- facility that has an impoundment that meets the 
minimum technological requirements, i.e. has 
been constructed with a double liner (with limited 
exceptions) and is in compliance with ground 
monitoring requirements. 


XI. Regulatory Requirements 
A. Executive Order 12291 


Executive Order 12291 requires that 
the regulatory impact of potential 
Agency actions be evaluated during the 
development of regulations. Such an 
assessment consists of a description of 


ogy requirements 
265.221 (a) through (e) and be in compliance 


with 40 CFR Part 265 Subpart F. 


The facility must analyze the contents of the im- 
Ppoundments annually in accordance with 40 CFR 


268.1(e)(2). 


impoundment residue that does not meet the 
standards found under 40 CFR 268.42 or 268.43 
must be removed and managed as a restricted 
waste, but cannot be further treated in an im- 


the potential benefits and the potential 
costs of the rule, including any 
beneficial and any adverse effects 
which cannot be quantified in monetary 
terms. 

In addition, Executive Order 12291 
requires that regulatory agencies 
prepare a Regulatory Impact Analysis in 


connection with major rules. Major rules 
are defined as those likely to result in: 
(1) An annual effect on the economy of 
$100 million or more; (2) a major 
increase in costs or prices for consumers 
or individual industries; or (3) significant 
adverse effects on competition, 





1740 


employment, investment, productivity, 
innovation, or international trade. 

The Agency has performed an 
analysis of the proposed regulation to 
assess the economic impact of 
associated compliance costs. Based on 
this analysis, EPA has determined that 
the regulation of land disposal of 
solvents and dioxins will not constitute 
a major rule as defined by Executive 
Order 12291. The total annualized cost 
of restricting the land disposal of 
solvent and dioxin wastes will not 
exceed $100 million. However, EPA has 
prepared Regulatory Impact Analyses in 
support of this proposal, in recognition 
of the scope of the regulatory framework 
of which restrictions on land disposal of 
solvent and dioxin wastes are only a 
part, and of total costs of applying this 
regulatory framework to all land 
disposed wastes regulated under RCRA, 
which will exceed $100 i “llion (and, 
therefore, would be a mé,-r rule). 

Because of time contraints, the 
regulatory impact statement does not 
include a complete assessment of any 
potential shift of wastes (and associated 
risks) from land disposal to other media. 
The Agency is taking steps to more fully 
evaluate any potential shifts to the 
ocean, or surface water as a result of 
this decision rule to the extent that such 
shifts would be allowed by law, 
regulation, enforcement policy, or 
market place conditions. We solicit 
comment and data on anticipated shifts 
in waste treatment and disposal 
because of this rule, including 
comparative risk to human health and 
the environment. 

The following discussion summarizes 
the methodology used in this analysis 
and the findings on which the 
conclusions above are based. More 
detailed information is available in the 
record and technical reports prepared in 
support of this rulemaking. 

The remainder of Unit XI.A describes 
three analyses performed by EPA in 
support of today’s proposed rule. Unit 
X1.A.1 describes the analysis of the 
economic impacts of restrictions on the 
disposal of fast-track solvent and dioxin 
wastes and on disposal of all RCRA 
wastes generically. Unit XIL.A.2 details 
EPA's analysis of the environmental 
benefits attributable to this proposed 
rule. Finally, Unit XLA.3 details EPA's 
assessment of the costs and cost savings 
resulting from petitions for variances 
from proposed restrictions on land 
disposal of all RCRA regulated wastes. 

While these three analyses present 
independent results and methodologies 
specific to the objectives of each, they 
share a consistent analytical framework. 
The principal differences between the 
analyses lie in the level of detail (i.e., 


site-specific versus national) 
appropriate for conducting each. The 
specific assumptions, methodologies and 
results for each of these analyses are 
further detailed in the Regulatory Impact 
Analysis document and in the technical 
documents available in the docket 
supporting this proposed rule (Refs. 6, 7, 
8 and 9). ; 


1. Cost and Economic Impact 
Methodology 


EPA has assessed the costs and 
potential economic impacts of this 
proposal. The proposed regulation will 
affect entities in a variety of four-digit 
Standard Industrial Classifications 
(SICs), including chemicals and allied 


_ products, petroleum products, and 


metals industries. 

a. Baseline population and practices. 
The baseline population is the total 
number of hazardous waste generators 
and-treatment, storage, and disposal 
facilities currently land disposing of 
RCRA regulated wastes either directly 
at the generation site or indirectly 
through the purchase of commercial land 
disposal services. This group's waste 
management practices are evaluated to 
identify correctly current costs of 
managing wastes and to assess 
incremental cost increases ‘attributable 
to today's proposal. 

This analysis represents the baseline 
population via a subset of respondents 
to the Office of Solid Waste’s 
Regulatory Impact Analysis Mail 
Survey.'® Waste quantities and 
management costs for plants responding 
to the RIA Mail Survey are scaled up to 
represent the national population by 
means of weighting factors developed - 
within the Survey. EPA estimates that 
895 facilities comprise the total national 
population currently land disposing of 
RCRA regulated wastes. Wastes are 
generated for disposal off-site, EPA 
estimates, by an additional 14,000 to 
30,000 plants. Because the HSWA direct 
the Agency to lower the exemption for 
small quantity generators from 1,000 to 
100 kilograms per month by March 31, ' 
1986, SQGs generating between 100 and 
1,000 kilograms of waste per month for 
off-site disposal are also included in the 
baseline population. The Agency 
estimates that SQGs add 25,636 plants 


‘® EPA conducted the RIA Mail Survey of 
hazardous waste generators and TSDFs to 
determine waste management practices in 1981. The 
survey included both generators of hazardous waste 
and facilities treating, storing, or disposing of 
wastes. Facilities that handled less than 1,000 
kilograms of waste per month were not regulated in 
1981 and thus are not included in the data. For more 
information see the “National Survey of Hazardous 
Waste Generators and Treatment, Storage and 
Disposal Facilities Regulated under RCRA in 1981" 
(Ref. 116). 
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to the baseline. Plant- and waste- 
specific data on this group are culled 
from OSW’s Small Quantity Generator 
Survey. 

Baseline management practices for 
these groups are. characterized by 
adjusting waste management practices 
as of the 1981 Mail Survey to reflect 
compliance with the provisions of 40 
CFR Part 264 and any other regulatory 
requirements which predate this 
proposal. In making this adjustment, the 
Agency assumes plants elect least-cost 
methods of compliance. This adjustment 
defines not only baseline management 
practices and costs associated with 
them, but also the number of waste 
streams in the baseline. For example, for 


’ 60 facilities, the costs of land disposing 


certain wastes are driven so high by 
regulations predating this proposal that 
other management modes are less 
expensive. EPA assumes that these 
facilities no longer land dispose of these 
wastes and that these wastes are no 
longer part of the base line population of 
waste streams which may be affected 
by any restrictions on land disposal. 

For much of the population examined 
in this analysis, no aggregate models 
have been developed. Individual 
observations in the RIA Mail Survey 
have instead been treated as models, 
and weighted to represent the national 
population of wastes and management 
practices. In the analysis of SQGs, 
survey data provide a range of 
observations within each SIC from 
which a SIC-average plant can be 
modelled. For some dioxin wastes, 
individual plants are identified because 
they represent the majority generator of 
a particular waste type. For other dioxin 
wastes, typical plant characteristics are 
used to assess economic impacts. 

b. Development of costs. The analysis 
detailed in this unit is based on cost 
estimates for surveyed plants 
representing the baseline population. 
Plants face several possible options if 
they may no longer land dispose of their 
wastes. EPA applies the same rationale 
in predicting plant choice among these 
options as it does in establishing the 
baseline population: firms are assumed 
to elect the least costly method of 
complying with the requirements of this 
proposal. : 

EPA developed baseline waste 
management cost using engineering 
costs models. Costs for disposal-in 
surface impoundments assume 
compliance with section 3005(j) of 
RCRA, which requires surface 
impoundments to retrofit fully with 
double liners with leachate collection 
systems between liners subject to 
certain exemptions. This assumption 
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could lead to an overestimate of 
baseline disposal costs, and, thus, to an 
underestimate of incremental costs for 
surface impoundments exempted from 
these requirements. Existing 
requirements under RCRA are also 
considered in developing costs for 
disposal in landfills and waste piles. 
Wastes amenable to similar types of 
treatment are grouped to identify 
economies of scale available through co- 
disposal and treatment. 

Compliance waste management costs 
are derived by predicting the minimum- 
cost-method of compliance with land 
disposal restrictions for each plant and 
calculating the increment between that 
and baseline disposal costs. As in the 
analysis of baseline costs, economies of 
scale in waste management are 
considered. 

Shipping costs for wastes sent off-site 
for management are also considered. In 
the development of baseline waste 
management costs, the transportation 
distance’ assumed for off-site waste 
treatment and/or disposal is 100 miles. 
Most plants currently sending wastes 
off-site do so for disposal. Although the 
likely effect of restrictions will be to 
require treatment before and in addition 
to disposals, the Agency has assumed 
that off-site disposers ship no additional 
incremental distance as a result of the 
proposed regulations. In essence, EPA 
assumes that commercial facilities 
which currently dispose of the major 
portion of the wastes they receive can 
also treat this portion prior to disposal if 
necessary. EPA examined the sensitivity 
of results to this assumption and this 
analysis revealed that varying the 
assumption in travel distances, even by 
as much as a factor of eight, has a minor 
effect on results. This is because many 
plants which.send wastes off-site send 
small amounts; thus, economies of scale 
reflected in per unit prices of waste 
disposal at large commercial facilities 
outweigh even a major increase in 
shipping costs. Although EPA found that 
varying transportation costs has a minor 
impact on the decision to ship off-site, in 
the Agency’s analysis of petition costs, 
which is discussed in more detail in Unit 
X1A.3 of this preamble, transportation 
costs were found to have a greater 
impact on a firm’s decison to petition. 

Costs of compliance include costs for 
pretreatment, of handling residuals and 
the value of byproducts of the various 
treatment technologies. For wastes to be 
distilled, for example, pretreatment may 
be necessary. Becasue of this, 
pretreatment costs have been added to 
those of distillation. In the case of 
incinerated wastes, costs of disposal of 
residual ash are added. And.in the case 


of distilled solvents, when treatment 
generates saleable recovered products, 
the value of these products has been 
deducted from total costs of waste 
treatment. 

EPA developed firm-specific 
compliance costs in two components 
which are weighted and then summed to 
estimate total national costs of the 
proposal. The first component of the 
total compliance cost is incurred 
annually for operation and maintenance 
(O&M) of alternative modes of waste 
treatment and disposal. The second 
component of the compliance cost is a 
capital cost, which is an initial outlay 
incurred for construction and 
depreciable assets. Capital costs are 
restated as annual values by adjusting 
them into equivalent yearly payments 
using a capital recovery factor 
calculated based on a real cost of 
capital of 7 percent. These annualized 
capital costs are then added to yearly 
O&M costs to derive an annual 
equivalent cost by which annual firm 
cash-flow may be reduced by the 
regulation. 

c. Economic impact analysis. 
methodology. Economic impacts are 
assessed in several steps. First, a 
general screening analysis compares 
plant-specific incremental costs to SIC- 
average financial information 
disaggregated by number of employees 
per plant. Two ratios are used to 
identify plants likely to experience 
adverse economic impacts. From the 
1982 Census, values for cost of 
production and cash from operations are 
derived by a four-digit SIC for each of 
several employment size categories. A 
ratio of individual plant compliance 
costs to each of these values is taken, 
and a change of more than 5 percent is 
considered an economic impact. This 
analysis considers only pre-tax costs, 
because Census data are stated in 
before-tax terms. 

Once SIC sectors experiencing 
adverse economic impacts are identified 
using the two screening ratios, more 
indepth financial analysis is performed 
to verify the results and focus more 
closely on affected firms. For the subset 
of firms which appear to incur sufficient 
economic impact to warrant more 
detailed analysis and for which such 
data are available, annualized plant- 
specific compliance costs are deducted 
from annual cash-flow values. Firm- 
specific financial data used in this 
analysis are derived from economic 
reporting services such as Robert Morris 
Associates or Dun & Bradstreet. 

This cash-flow analysis can be 
misleading, however, since for some 
firms, cash-flow values reported for 1984 
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are negative. Clearly, this does not 
represent typical financial performance 
for these firms. Businesses may weather 
a year of poor cash-flow values, 
however, if they have a strong asset 
base and an expectation that financial 
conditions will improve. For these firms, 
therefore, EPA has conducted further 
analysis using alternative measures of 
economic size such as net income, - 
assets and liabilities. This improves the 
assessment of the significance of the 
negative cash-flow values and of these 
firms’ probable response to compliance 
costs. 

d. Small business impact analysis 
methodology. In the small business 
impact analysis supporting this 
proposed rule, EPA has defined small 
business as firms employing fewer than 
50 people. EPA has elected not to adopt 
the Small Business Administration’s 
definition of small business, which is 
fewer than 500 employees for most SICs, 
because it would include the majority of 
plants in the regulated community. 
Using a threshold value which includes 
a majority of the total population 
obscures any differential impacfs on 
smaller firms. The Agency considers a 
threshold value of fewer than 50 
employees to be a more sensitive index 
of impacts on small businesses. 

Economic impacts on.small 
businesses are examined in two phases. 
First, the screening ratios, compliance 
cost to cash from operations and 
compliance cost to costs of production, 
are used across all sizes of firms in the 
analysis. The total small business 
population is then examined discretely 
to evaluate the percent of this total 
population exceeding the 5 percent 
threshold on either ratio. Then, EPA 
compares results of these ratios for the 
large firms in the total SIC to results for 
the subset considered small business. A 
substantial difference in the results of 
these ratios implies that average 
impacts for large firms differ markedly 
from average impacts for small firms 
within that population. These analyses 
allow EPA to evaluate whether or not a 
substantial number of small firms incur 
significant economic impact in 
complying with the proposal. 


"2. Costs and Economic Impacts 


a. Total national costs and economic 
impacts for all RCRA-regulated wastes. 
In addition to proposing land disposal 
restrictions applicable to solvent and 
dioxin wastes, today's proposal details 
a framework which the Agency will 
apply to all RCRA-regulated wastes 
according to the congressionally 
mandated schedule. Because of the 
ultimately national impact of this 
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regulation, EPA has treated this 
rulemaking as-major, although on the 
basis of costs incurred by plants 
complying with restrictions on solvent 
and dioxin wastes it cannot be 
considered major. Further, in an attempt 
to assess the national economic impacts 
of the proposal, the Agency has 
evaluated the total costs of the 
regulation. 

Total annualized costs of restricting 
land disposal of all RCRA-regulated 
wastes are estimated at $1.3 billion. 
These costs do not exclude taxes, which 
are merely transfers from one sector of 
the economy to another, and are stated 
in 1984 dollars. These costs may slightly 
understate total surface impoundment 
compliance costs to the extent that 
usable capacity in disposal 
impoundments must be wasted in 
switching to alternative disposal modes. 
The Agency will assess this possibility 
and revise cost estimates where 
appropriate. These costs are derived by 
weighting plant-specific compliance 
costs by the part of the total national 
population they represent, and then 
summing these weighted costs across all 
affected SICs. These weighting factors, 
however, cannot be used to scale up 
economic impacts to represent those 
likely to occur at the national level. The 
weighting factors are specific to 
individual waste streams, and were 
never intended to reflect firm economic 
context. For the purposes of the 
economic analysis, SICs must be 
unambiguously related to individual 
plants. Thus, all economic impacts are 
expressed in unweighted form. 

Four SIC sectors account for 
approximately 70 percent of all land 
disposal restriction compliance costs. 
SIC 28, chemicals and allied products, 
alone accounts for 26 percent. Three 
other SICs also contribute significant 
amounts, although much less: SIC 29, 
petroleum refining, accounts for 14 
percent, SIC 33, primary metals, 
accounts for 23 percent, and SIC 34, 
fabricated metal products, accounts for 
6 percent. 

Economic impacts have been assessed 
for both non-commercial and 
commercial facilities. Non-commercial 
facilities are those which generate and 
manage their own wastes, as distinct 
from facilities which accept fees in 
exchange for management and disposal 
of wastes generated by others. Of 413 
unweighted non-commercial facilities 
nationally, 175 experience financial 
effects in excess of the 5 percent test on’ 
either compliance cost to cost of - 
production or compliance cost to cash 
from operations or both. For some 
plants, such as those in the steel 


industry (SIC 33), compliance costs 
represent an added burden at a time 
when the industry as a whole is 
experiencing financial reversals. For 
other plants, costs simply represent a 
large increment over costs of 
unrestricted land disposal. 

Of the 50 most significantly affected 
facilities, 80-percent belong to four 
industry groups. In SIC 28, chemicals 
and allied products, 23 facilities may 
experience severe impacts. In SIC 33, 
primary metals processing, 11 facilities 
are likely to be similarly affected. In SIC 
29, petroleum refining, three facilities 
may incur economic impacts, and 
finally, in SIC 34, fabricated metal 
products, three facilities may be 
affected. 

Commercial facilities are those which 
manage the wastes generated by other 
firms for a fee. For these facilities, 
economic impacts are impossible to 
assess directly due to the lack of any 
appropriate SIC from which to draw 
financial data. EPA's analysis therefore 
assumes that commercial facilities are 
able to pass the costs of regulatory 
compliance on to the purchasers of their 
services in the form of higher prices. The 
financial impact of this regulation is 


. thus assumed to fall on consumers of 


commercial hazardous waste 
management services. 

As a result of the restriction on land 
disposal of all RCRA-regulated wastes 
53 commercial facilities incur 
incremental costs. Based on RIA Mail 
Survey data, the five SICs which send 
the.majority of each facility's waste 
have been identified. Actual plants 
generating these wastes cannot be 
identified using RIA Mail Survey data. 
Therefore, EPA's analysis assumes that 
all wastes reported from a given SIC 
come from a single generator within that 
SIC. Ratios of the compliance costs for 
treating the total quantity of waste from 
a SIC to SIC-average values for cash 
from operations and to costs. of 
production are taken for each industry 
sector which constitutes a primary 
source of waste for each of these 53 
facilities. This procedure is likely to 
overstate significantly economic impacts 
among generating plants. 

Significant economic impacts based 
on costs imposed by restrictions on land 
disposal are evinced by 110 SIC sectors. 
This represents nearly 60 percent of all 
waste-generating sectors which may 
have to pay increased waste 
management prices. Most significantly 
affected plants belong to four industry 
groups. In SIC 28, chemicals and allied 
products, 30 plants may experience 
severe impacts. In SIC 33, primary 
metals processing, 23 plants are also 
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likely to be affected adversely. In SIC 
29, petroleum refining, 16 plants may 
incur economic impacts, and in SIC 34, 
fabricated metals products, 15-plants 
may incur economic impacts. 

More indepth financial analysis was 
then performed to verify the results of 
this impact analysis based on firm- 
specific financial data. For 
approximately 70 percent of the 
population of large quantity generators 
disposing on-site and commercial 
facilities (unweighted: 310 out of 466), 
these data are available. Ratio tests 
performed for these firms include 
compliance costs to cash-flow, 
compliance costs to net income, and 
compliance costs to total assets. 
Compliance costs used in this analysis 
are after-tax values, to preserve 
comparability with the after-tax 
financial data used. 

In the three ratio tests, 27 plants 


~ exceed threshold values and are thus 


considered likely to be affected severely 
by costs imposed by this regulation. 
These plants represent 9 percent of the 
310 for which financial data are 
available. This result differs 
significantly from results obtained using 
SIC-average financial data, and suggests 
that the general screening analysis may 
overstate economic impacts. 

Total annualized national costs for the 
25,636 small quantity generators of 
RCRA regulated wastes are $21.7 
million. Based on engineering estimates 
of prices for off-site waste management 
services, costs for SQGs generating the 
maximum of 1,000 kg/mo of nothing but 
hazardous wastes would incur not more 
than $5,070 annually in incremental 
compliance costs. Economic ratios for 
typical plants in each 4-digit SIC sector 
represented in the SQG survey were 
examined, and in no case did the ratios 
exceed 0.6 percent. Thus, land disposal 
restrictions on RCRA-regulated wastes 
are not expected to cause economic 
impacts among generators of small 
quantities of wastes. 

Changes in costs of waste treatment 
and disposal on a pergallon basis 
provide an additional measure of 
economic impaet. Baseline management 
costs for waste land disposed by 
noncommercial facilities average $0.021, 
compliance costs average $0.46, and 
incremental costs average $0.25. Thus, 
baseline waste management costs have 
been increased by 120 percent. For 
wastes currently disposed of at’ 
commercial facilities; baseline costs 
average $0.69, compliance costs average 
$1.99, and incremental costs average 
$1.30. This represents a 190 percent 
increase in baseline management costs. 
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For wastes currently stored in surface 
impoundments at noncommercial 
facilities, baseline waste management 
costs average $0.0021 per gallon, 
compliance costs average $0.0096, and 
incremental costs average $0.0075. Thus, 
typical management costs are increased 
by approximately 360 percent. For 
commercial facilities, baseline costs 
average $0.0056, compliance costs 
average $0.0189, and incremental costs 
average $0.0133. Thus, typical 
management costs are increased by 
about 240 percent. 

For wastes currently treated in 
surface impoundments at 
noncommercial facilities, baseline 
management costs average $0.0017 per 
gallon, compliance ¢osts average 
$0.0051, and incremental costs average 
$0.0034. This represents a 200 percent 
increase in management costs. For 
commercial facilities, baseline 
management costs average $0.053, 
compliance costs average $0.0123 per 
gallon, and incremental costs average 
$0.0070 per gallon. Thus, typical 
management costs are increased by 
approximately 130 percent. 

b. Total costs and economic impacts 
for solvent wastes. Total annualized 

. compliance costs for plants currently 
generating and disposing of solvent 
wastes are $70.5 million. Although SQGs 
constitute 99 percent of this total 
population, they account for only 13 
percent of the total costs. 

Economic impacts have again been 
disaggregated into impacts on non- 
commercial and commercial facilities. 
Among non-commercial plants, only 
three incur compliance costs greater 
than 5 percent of.costs of production. 
The most severely affected facility is in 
SIC 2999, which may incur a 9 percent 
increase in costs of production and a 52 
percent reduction in cash from 
operations. Five other facilities incur 
reduction in cash from operations 
greater than 5 percent. These are in SIC 
2865, in which two facilities may 
experience reductions in gross margin of 
52 percent and ‘6 percent; SIC 2900, in 
which a facility may experience a 13 
percent decline in cash from operations; 
SIC 2861, in which one firm's cash from 
operations may decline by 11 percent; 
and SIC 2819, in which a facility's cash 
from operations may drop by 26 percent. 

Among commercial facilities—those 
which manage the wastes of other firms 
for a fee—direct impacts were. 
impossible to assess due to the lack of 
financial data, even on an aggregate 
basis. Therefore, EPA's analysis has 
assumed that commercial facilities will 
be able to pass the increased costs of 
regulatory compliance on to their 
customers in the form of higher prices. 


The burden of this regulation is thus 
assumed to fall on consumers of 
commercial hazardous waste 
management services. 

Fifteen commercial facilities incur 
incremental costs as a result of this 
regulation. Based on RIA Mail Survey 
data, the five industrial sectors which 
send the majority of each facility's 
waste have been identified. Ratios of the 
compliance costs tocashfrom. , 
operations and to costs of production 
are taken for each SIC which constitutes 
a primary sector of waste origin for one 
of these 15 facilities. 

This analysis identifies 23 sectors as 
experiencing significant impacts. This 
represents over 30 percent of all ‘solvent 
waste generating sectors. Of these, five 
include two or more severely affected 
firms. All plants identified as having 
significant impacts exceed the 5 percent 
criterion for the cash from operations 
ratio, and 10 plants exceed 5 percent in 
the cost of production ratio as well. 

Among the most.adversely affected 
plants are those in SIC 5500, which incur 
a 7.7 percent increase in costs of 
production and a 107 percent decrease 
in cash from operations. Plants in the 
primary metals processing industries 
also experience significant impacts: two 
in SIC 3300 and one in SIC 3341. Other 


_affected sectors include SIC 24, 


fabricated metal products, and SIC 28, 
the chemical industry. 

Total annualized costs for the 13,468 
small quantity generators of solvent 
wastes are $9.5 million. Based on the 
estimated cost for off-site incineration, 
maximum incremental compliance costs 
for any individual SQG will not exceed 
$3,275 annually. Economic ratios were 
examined for typical SQGs in each SIC 
sector identified in EPA surveys as 
generating solvent wastes. In no 
instance did economic ratios exceed 0.6 
percent. As a result, the Agency does 
not anticipate that this regulation will 
impose significant economic impacts on 
typical small quantity generators in any 
SIC sector. 

c. Total costs and economic impacts 
for dioxin wastes. Total annualized 
compliance costs for all sources of 
dioxin wastes are $3.8 million. Costs for 
managing that portion of the estimated 
1.1 billion pounds of existing dioxin- 
contaminated soil to which this 
regulation will apply are $7 million. 
Preliminary testing of dioxin- 
contaminated soils suggests that only 5 
percent of the total quantity will require 
incineration, and the costs reflect this 
finding. Of these-soils, EPA estimates 95 
percent can continue to be landfilled, 
because they show no leachable dioxin. 

Economic impacts appear most 
significant for plants in SIC 2869 as a 


result of the restriction on dioxin 
wastes. This sector manufactures 
industrial organic chemicals, with major 
products such as solvents, noncyclic 
organic, and polyhydric alcohols. Other 
affected sectors include 2879, in which 
one plant may close, and 5161, which 
may experience several plant closures. 
SIC 2879 includes plants manufacturing 
pesticides and agricultural chemicals for 
immediate household and farm use. SIC 
5161 comprises distributors of acids, 
heavy chemicals, and industrial salts. 


3. Cost Analysis of Petitions 


a. Introduction. The Agency 
conducted a cost analysis to estimate 
the unit costs for a petition for a 
variance from the land disposal 
restriction; the national costs are based 
on the expected number of petitions to 
be submitted, and subsequently granted; 
and the savings that would accrue to 
petitioners receiving a variance. 

This unit of the preamble is a 
summary of the cost analysis, 
documented in “Cost Analysis of 
Variances to Land Disposal Bans” (Ref. 
7). 
b. Methodology. EPA's analysis 
evaluated three issues: the contents and 
unit cost of a petition, considering 
various options for a petition 
demonstration; the number of petitions 
that are likely to be submitted; and the 
savings available to generators that 
choose to petition and are granted a 
variance. 

To address these issues EPA used a 
simulation model that describes the 
options and outcomes for the regulated 
populations and estimated and 
compared the expected cost of the 
options. Using this framework, EPA 
simulated the response to a ban 
decision; whether to accept the ban and 
comply with treatment standards or to 
submit a petition. To complete the 
analysis the Agency conducted the 
following steps: 

EPA first estimated the population of 
regulated facilities that may be affected 
by petitions for variances from land 
disposal bans. Existing data on 
generators that land dispose their 
wastes were obtained from the 
“National Survey of Hazardous Waste 
Generators and Treatment, Storage, and 
Disposal Facilities Regulated Under 
RCRA in 1981” (Ref. 116). 

For this analysis, the assumption was 
made that all wastes are banned from 
land disposal. It was also assumed that 
commercial facilities would encourage 
treatment, and thus generators that 
shipped their waste to these commercial 
facilities would not opt for applying for 
a variance. Therefore these generators 





1744 


were excluded from the population of 
candidates most likely to petition. 

A sub-set of petition candidates for 
whom a variance from the ban is a 
feasible option was created. EPA 
predicted feasibility of applying for a 

- variance by using the Liner Location 
Risk and Cost Analysis Model (LLM) to 
evaluate each candidate's ability to 
meet the performance standard that 
there would be negligible risk (defined 
as no greater risk than one in a million 
(10-*) that a Maximum Exposed 
Individual would be affected) at 
designated compliance points. Because 
of the waste-specific nature of the ban 
decision, and the requirements for 
demonstrating for a variance, the 
analysis was on a facility/specific- 
waste stream basis. 

EPA evaluated the feasibility of a 
variance from land disposal bans at 
three different compliance points. The 
broader standard defines the 
compliance point as the nearest receptor 
point, i.e., the closest ground water well. 
A more restrictive standard’s 
compliance point is at the facility 
boundary. An even more stringent 
compliance point is at the waste 
Management unit boundary. Those 
candidates with negligible risk (assumed 
to be <10~* to the most exposed 
individual) at the relevant compliance 
point for their specific facilities passed 
through the risk screen, and remained 
on the list of potential petition 
candidates. 

Predictions were then made about the 
candidates’ response to a ban on land 
disposal of their wastes. EPA defined 
their options as: (1) Accept the ban and 
comply with treatment standards or, (2) 
submit a petition. EPA estimated the 
cost to submit a petition and the cost to 
comply with the ban, either using on-site 
treatment or off-site (commercial) 
treatment. It was then assumed they 
would choose the option which 
minimized the expected value of the 
cost of responding to the ban. Facilities 
that had an incentive to petition, based 
on potential cost savings from preparing 
a petition instead of complying with the 
treatment standards required by the ban 
were then selected. EPA estimated the 
potential cost savings by comparing 
treatment costs with cost for preparing a 
petition. In comparing these estimates, 
consideration was given to (A) the cost 
of preparing a petition, (B) the costs of 
filing for a petition and still having to 
comply with treatment standards 
because a petition is denied, and (C) the 
probability that a petition would be 
granted. 

Because the stream of these costs over 
time may be uneven, EPA converted this 
stream to its equivalent annual cost over 


the life of the facility using discounted 
cash flow analysis. This value 
represents the annual revenue required 
to cover the costs imposed or the annual 
savings realized by the provision, and 
provides a consistent basis for 
presenting and comparing costs of 
different provisions. 

i. Petition costs: EPA considered the 
following components in the cost of 
preparing a petition: constituent 
identification, physical and chemical 
characterization of those constituents, 
and environment fate processes; 
hydrogeological evaluation, soil studies, 
aquifer characterization, and ground 
water usage; background water quality 
including background presence of 
constituents from the banned waste, 
other ground water parameters, and 
surface water monitoring; ground and 
surface water modeling; air exposure 
assessment including volatilization and 
dispersion models, monitoring for air 
releases, and collecting meteorologic 
data; identifying receptor populations 
including animals, humans, and plants; 
characterizing exposure to the receptor 
populations; and evaluating the human 
health and environmental effects of 
exposure. 

EPA obtained estimates of the cost to 
prepare a petition from laboratories 
which regularly analyze waste streams; 
from firms familiar with hydrogeologic 
evaluation; and from professional 
judgment. 

In estimating the cost to submit a _ 
petition several different interpretations 
of reasonable degrees of certainty in the 
petition demonstration were considered, 
because on a case-by-case basis, it 
would be difficult to predict how much 
additional effort would be required by 
each facility. For instance, since waste 
characterization is going to be required . 
for the ban program it may not be 
necessary to put more effort into waste 
characterization in demonstrating for a 
petition, but this would also depend on a 
facility's present and past efforts to 
characterize their waste. The low 
estimate represents minimal additional 
data gathering, and minimal waste and 
site characterization beyond that which 
is already required of a regulated 
facility. The medium estimate represents 
some new data gathering and 
characterization of the waste and site, 
but does not require extensive 
validation of this data. The high cost 
estimate for a petition includes 
extensive field validation of various 
parameters and a very high level of 
certainty in the estimates made. In the 
analysis EPA estimated the number of - 
petitions under all three scenarios. 

ii. Cost of complying with treatment 
standards. In deciding whether to apply 
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for a variance or use an alternative 
treatment, the facility owner or operator 
must consider the range of feasible 
treatments, their cost, both on- and off- 
site, and the cost of residual disposal. 
The owner or operator will compare 
these costs to the cost of continuing 
current disposal practices (assumed to 
be zero if a petition is granted). The 
Agency simplified the analysis by 
assuming that wastes treated on-site 
were disposed of on-site while wastes 
treated off-site were disposed of off-site. 
Unlike annualized petition costs which 
were assumed to be the same for all 
petitioners, annualized treatment costs’ 
were estimated separately for each of 
the sample candidates. 

For most of the candidate facilities, 
the option exists to develop treatment 
capacity on-site. However, all 
candidates could elect to send their 
waste off-site for commercial treatment 
and disposal. The Agency assumed they 
would select the least-cost option. 

EPA assumed that any treatments 
currently applied to wastes would not 
be adequate for compliance with the 
treatment standards under the ban. The 
Agency also assumed for the purpose of 
estimating costs that all landfills and) 
surface impoundments were equipped 
with a double synthetic and clay liner, 
and a leachate collection system 
between the liners, as required for 
compliance in section 3005(O) of RCRA. 

(A) On-site costs. EPA estimated on- 
site treatment costs for various waste 
streams using the WET Model, 
documented in the ‘RCRA Risk Cost 
Analysis Model, Phase III Report" (Ref. 
118). Disposal costs were estimated 
using the cost model of “The Liner 
Location Risk and Cost Analysis Model” 
(Ref. 112). 

The viable treatments and cost for on- 
site treatment of RCRA-regulated waste 
assumed to be banned were chosen 
from a list of 16 possible processes 
described in EPA's Risk-Cost Analysis 
Model/WET Mode! (Ref. 118). 
Appropriate treatments were chosen 
depending on which wastestreams were 
being handled. EPA assumed these 
processes would meet the treatment 
standards under the ban. Then the 
Agency estimated unit costs per metric 
ton assuming 20 years of throughput of a 
constant waste volume. 

EPA estimated the cost of developing 
treatment capacity for the waste at the 
current site. The Agency excluded from 
the sample population candidate 
generators that currently ship waste off- 
side to commercial facilities or to 
facilities owned by States or 
municipalities. 
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On-site treatment costs were 
estimated for the remaining candidates’ 
waste using the technology and cost 
information based on model plant data 
contained in the WET Model (Ref. 118). 
Generally, EPA assumed only a single 
treatment step and that the volume of 
waste currently disposed of was equal 
to the design capacity for the treatment 
facilities. 

EPA estimated annualized costs for 
constructing and operating each 
technically feasible treatment plant for 
each candidate facility-waste 
combination. EPA then selected the 
least cost treatment for each candidate's 
waste type and volume. 

Disposal costs were estimated based 
on the residual waste volumes 
calculated by the WET Model, The 
Facility Design Cost Model of the Liner 
Location Model (Ref. 112) allows the 
user to generate cost functions for a 
range of disposal unit sizes. From the 
functions, EPA predicted the 
incremental costs or savings from a 
change in volume brought about by 
treatment. EPA assumed for all on-site 
disposal scenarios that a landfill or 
surface impoundment contains only one 

waste. 

' (B) Off-site costs. For calculating the 
cost of sending waste off-site, EPA 
considered the cost of shipping the 
waste, the price of treating and 
disposing of it, and the savings from 
closing the existing on-site disposal unit. 
In considering off-site treatment, the 
price charged by commercial waste 
managers largely determines whether a 
decision maker can save money by 
sending waste off-site for treatment. 

EPA estimated off-site treatment and 
disposal costs from a price survey of 
selected treatments at commercial 
facilities, “Review of Activities of Firms 
in the Commercial Waste Management 
Industry: 1983 Update” (Ref. 119). 
Transportation costs were obtained 
from existing models of hazardous 
waste transportation costs cited in the 
WET Model (Ref. 118). The total price 
for commercial treatment was estimated 
as the product of the unit price and the 
volume treated (which was available . 
from the facility database). 

EPA assumed that all residuals from 
treatment were disposed at the 
commercial facility. Using a flat rate of 
$200 per metric ton and multiplying this 
price by the residual volume gave the 
total price for landfilling the residual at 
a commercial facility. 

In estimating off-site costs, 
transportation was an important factor 
in determining whether it would be more 
cost-effective to petition for a variance. 
In estimating transportation prices, 
distances between generators and 


commercial facilities were considered. 
EPA assumed that the waste would be 
shipped to the nearest commercial 
hazardous waste management facility 
and data from the 1981 OSW Survey 
and “Industrial and Hazardous Waste 
Management Firms 1985” (Ref. 116 and 
61) was used to estimate these 
distances. 

EPA obtained an estimate of the 
average capacity of trucks driving these 
distances, hauling hazardous waste from 
the WET model. The average capacity of 
stake trucks was 10.6 metric tons (MT) 
and 12 MT for tankers. Due to a lack of 
better information, EPA assumed that 
waste volumes greater than average 
shipment sizes were shipped in vehicles 
filled only to this average, while 
volumes less than the average were 
shipped in trucks containing only that 
lower volume. Therefore, smaller 
volume shipments resulted in higher 
costs per mile. 

Annual transportation costs were 
estimated for each facility-waste 
combination. 

iii. Probability of being granted a 
variance. After selecting the least-cost 
treatment option (on- or off-site), EPA 
compared the expected cost of 
petitioning and being granted a variance 
with the expected cost of complying 
with treatment standards. The results of 
this comparison formed the basis for the 
Agency's estimates of the number of 
petitions expected and the savings from 
use of the variance. 

EPA assumed that a generator’s 
decision whether or not to submit a 
petition would be driven by the 
expected value of the cost of various 
options. As a result, changes in the 
probability that a petition would be 
granted affected the estimated number 
of petitions submitted, the total cost, 
and the savings. 

The range of probabilities that EPA 
used in the analysis (P=1, .5, and .1) 
represented factors that could not be 
quantified easily or were not well 
defined, which could still affect whether 
a variance was granted. For example, 
the probability could reflect the fact that 
even though a petitioner submitted 
information with a high degree of 
certainty and met the performance 
standard based on this information, the 
site could never be adequately 
characterized despite the best efforts 
made. 

The probability, also represents the 
petitioner’s perceptions of the chance 
that EPA would find the demonstration 
acceptable. The probability is most 
affected by guidance given to potential | 
petitioners by EPA about the : 
information required in petitions and the 


level of detail involved in petition 
review. 

c. Limitations of the analysis—i. Data 
limitations. EPA had information on 
waste types, volumes, and site 
characteristics for 96 landfills and 
surface impoundments. EPA 
extrapolated this information to the 
regulated community. However, the 
sample facilities do not represent a 
statistically random sample of all 
landfills and surface impoundments and 
therefore, may not be truly 
representative of the regulated 
population. 

The effect is that the analysis may 
have understated the total number of 
petitions and savings for at least two 
reasons. First, it did not consider 
petitions from generators whose waste 
is disposed of in waste piles, and/or by 


_ land application. Second, it excluded 


consideration of petitions for D001 
wastes (ignitables). 

Due to lack of information about the 
constituent composition of each 
facility's wastes and hydrogeologic 
parameters and-models that EPA will 
use in making the ban decisions, the 
Agency assumed that all wastes in the 
sample population were banned. This 
may overestimate the number of 
petitions expected. 

ii. Analytical limitations. In the course 
of the analysis EPA made several 
assumptions that affect the results. In 
determining the facilities that would 
pass a preliminary risk screen, EPA 
assumed a worst-case release scenario, 
where all landfills and surface 
impoundments were unlined. This 
assumption may underestimate the - 
number of units where land disposal 
would present only a negligible risk. 

By specifying that a generator will 
either petition or accept the ban, EPA 
assumed that although the ban 
regulations will impose additional costs 
on the regulated community, the 
increased costs will not affect the 
volume or type of wastes generated. 
This assumption ignores the possibility 
that generators will alter their 
production process to decrease volume 
and/or toxicity of their waste. For the 
short-term this assumption is 
reasonable, but over longer periods, 
such changes in processes are likely, but 
difficult to predict. 

In looking at costs of on- and off-site 
treatment and disposal, and the costs of 
preparing a petition, EPA estimated the 
costs based on the volume of each 
individual waste. This approach ignored 
the generator’s ability to take advantage 
of economies of scale in disposing and 
treating wastes. This led to an 
overestimate’ of the incremental unit 
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costs for both treatment and disposal at 
candidate facilities. In general, that 
would result in fewer expected petitions. 
At the same time, since a petition will 
contain a great deal of information that 
is site-specific independent of the waste, 
the additional cost of preparing a 
second petition for a second waste 
would be much less than for the first. 
This would result in more petitions 
being submitted. 

EPA also assumed for costing 
purposes that a facility owner/operator 
could submit one petition for a waste 
stream that contained multiple wastes, 
rather than a separate petition for each 
waste. If instead EPA had considered 
each waste separately, the number of 
petitions, and the associated costs 
would have increased substantially. 

Finally, the functions that EPA used to 
estimate disposal costs were based on 
the volume of only one waste stream. 
Therefore, incremental costs of savings 
will be greater if the waste was one of 
several placed in the unit. This 
assumption resulted in an overestimate 
of both costs and savings at some 
disposal units. The savings were so 
large in some cases that they 
overwhelmed the incremental cost of 
treatment. . 

d. Results. EPA's approach gives an 
estimated fraction of petition candidates 
who find it less expensive to petition for 
a variance from the land disposal ban 
than to comply with the treatment 
standards imposed by the ban. EPA 
estimated the number of petitions, the 
petition costs, and the savings accruing 
to petitioners under several different 
scenarios. The scenarios were defined 
by different assumptions about the cost 
to prepare a-petition, the performance 
standard for petitions, and the 
probability of receiving a petition once it 
is submitted. The following Table 
summarizes the results for each 
scenario: 


TABLE 18.—RESULTS SUMMARY FACILITY 
BOUNDARY COMPLIANCE PoiNT 


(Dollars in milions} 


TABLE 18.—RESULTS SUMMARY FACILITY 
BOouNDARY COMPLIANCE Point—Continued 


[Dollars in millions) 


Low | Medium High 
$11,000 | $44,000 | $217,000 


Tota! annualized costs ......... 
Total annualized saving 
(Treatment-petition cost).. 


NEAREST WELL 


i. Number of facilities where a 
variance is a feasible option. The 
number of facilities where a variance 
was a feasible option depended on the 
compliance point. At the disposal unit 
as the compliance point, the variance 
was not a feasible option. The expected 
risks from exposure to those 
concentrations of leachate at the 
disposal unit edge were significant 
(>1079 for all waste characterized. 
Therefore, no petitions are expected for 
demonstrating safe levels of exposure at 
this compliance point. 

Table 18 shows how the other two 
compliance points (the facility boundary 
and the nearest water well) affected the 


results. Different compliance points 


made a significant difference in the 
number of petitions. The more restrictive 
compliance point at the facility 
boundary cut the number of petitions by 
approximately one-half in every 
scenario. 

At the waste facility boundary 
compliance point the variance was a 
feasible option since 494 facilities 
passed the risk screen (a risk of <10~49). 
When the compliance point was _ 
designated as the nearest drinking water 
well, 722 facilities passed the risk 
screen, thereby making the variance a 
feasible option. . 

ii. Costs to prepare a petition. The 
estimated cost to prepare and submit a 
petition ranged from a present value of 
$170,000 to $3,220,000 with a medium 
estimate of $652,000. The annualized 
costs, assuming the petitioner could 
spread his costs over 20 years, ranged 
from $11,000 to $217,000 with a medium 
estimate of $44,000. The costs were 
assumed constant for all volumes and 
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types of wastes. Changing petition costs 
from the low to the medium estimate 
reduced the number of petitions by 30 to 
60 percent. Increasing petition costs 
from the medium to the high estimate 
further reduced the number of petitions 
by 50 to 70 percent. 

The total annualized petition costs, 
ranged from $800,000 per year to $20.6 
million per year, depending on the 
petition cost and the compliance point. 

iii. Savings to the petitioners. The 
total annual savings ranged from $21 
million to $159 million depending on unit 
petition costs, the probability of being 
granted a petition, and, most 
importantly, the compliance point. 

Since petition costs do not vary with 
volume (and treatment costs do), there 
is a tendency for high volume generators 
to be more prevalent’among the 
population of petitioners. These 
candidates, witha very high cost of 
compliance with treatment standards, 
dominated the estimated cost savings. 


At the facility boundary the total 
savings ranged from $21 million to $59 
million per year. At the nearest well 
compliance point the savings ranged 
from $93 million to $59 million per year. 


4. Review of Supporting Documents and 
Request for Public Comments 


a. Review of supporting documents. 
The primary source of information on 
current land disposal practices and 
industries affected by the proposed 
regulation is EPA's National Survey of 
Hazardous Waste Generators and 
Treatment, Storage and Disposal 
Facilities (Ref. 116). Waste stream 
characterization data and engineering 
costs of waste management are based 
on the Mail Survey, on reports by the 
Mitre Corporation, “The RCRA Risk- 
Cost Analysis Model,” and an internal 
EPA memo titled “Final Reports on the 
Evaluation and Validation of 
Acceptance Daily Intake (ADIs) in 
Support of RCRA Ban Decisions” (Refs. 
116, 78, 118, and 39). The survey of small 
quantity generators has been the major 
source of data on this group (Ref. 115). 
EPA's Office of Research and 
Development provided the report 
fundamental to the dioxins analysis, 
“Analysis of Technical Information to 
support RCRA Rules for Dioxins- 
Containing Waste Streams,” July 1985 
(Ref. 67). 

For financial and value of shipment 
information for the general screening 
analysis, 1982 Census data were used. A 
primary source of firm-specific financial 
information is Dun & Bradstreet’s 
“Business Information Reports.” 
Secondary sources include data from 
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Robert Morris Associates and Dun & 
Bradstreet's “Industry Norms.” 

b. Request for public comments. EPA 
recognizes that due to constraints of 
time and data availability, this analysis 
has significant limitations. Specifically, 
EPA requests comment on the following: 
- i. EPA would like to refine the 
assumption that 100 percent of the costs 
imposed on commercial hazardous 
waste facilities can be passed through in 
the from of higher prices. The Agency 
requests any estimates of typical profit 
margins in the commercial hazardous 
waste industry, data on waste 
management fees, and on the percent 
price increase in waste management 
fees which may force substitution on 
generators. 

ii. The Agency requests public 
comment and data on the feasibility of 
small business waste recycling, 
reclamation, or in-process reduction. In 
particular, EPA requests data from the 
solvent reclaiming industry and other 
reclaiming services applicable to RCRA- 
regulated wastes. 

iii. The Agency's analysis asumes that 
all affected wastes are banned from 
land disposal. This assumption 
overstates the quantity of wastes 
banned from land disposal, and, hence, 
economic impact. EPA has made this 
assumption because severe time 
constraints imposed by the schedule 
legislated for this regulation prevented 
the incorporation of treatment 
standards. Given the relative 
restrictiveness of these standards, 
however, this overestimate may be 
minor. For the final rule, treatment 
standards will be applied to determine 
which waste streams will be covered 
under this regulation. EPA estimate of 
impacts will remain uncertain, however, 
because of the lack of data on waste 
composition and leachability of 
constituents. EPA requests. any data on 
typical waste stream composition which 
could allow a better assessment of how 
treatment standards will constrain 
disposal and treaument options. 

iv. EPA requests comments and data 
on alternative technologies or in-process 
waste reductions available. 

This proposed rule was submitted to 
the Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) for review, as required by 
Executive Order 12291. 


_ B. Regulatory Flexibility Act 


Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 5 
U.S.C. 601 et seq., whenever an agency 
is required to issue for publication in the 
Federal Register any proposed or final 
rule, it must prepare and make available 
for public comment a Regulatory 
Flexibility Analysis which describes the 
impact of the rule on small entities (i.e., 


small businesses, small organizations, 
and small governmental jurisdictions) 
unless the agency's administrator 
certifies that the rule will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 

The Agency has examined the 
proposed rule’s potential impacts on 
small business and has concluded that 
this regulation will not have a 
significant impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. 

This smal} business analysis excludes 
generators of large quantities of RCRA 
wastes, as it was not possible to 
determine the economic size of these 
firms (Ref. 6). The small business 
population examined here includes two 
groups: all noncommercial treatment, 
storage, and disposal facilities 
employing fewer than 50 persons, and 
all small quantity generators which are 
also small businesses. Of TSDFs, 244 are 
small businesses. Of these, 84 exceed 
the 5 percent ratio on costs of 
production or cash from operations or 
both. This represents 34 percent of the 
total small business population. Of all 
noncommercial facilities, 42 percent (175 
out of 413) are predicted to experience 
economic impacts. Among larger 
businesses, 91 out of 169, or 54 percent, 
may experience economic impacts. 

Of the total of 25,636 small quantity 
generators examined in this analysis, 
the vast majority (19,709 or 77 percent of 
the total population of SQGs) are also 
small businesses. None of the economic 
ratios examined for SQGs exceeded 1 
percent on either costs of production or 
cash from operations. Thus, for the 
whole population of small businesses, 
economic impacts did not exceed 0.6 
percent. 

Accordingly, I hereby certify that this 
proposed rule will not have a significant 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. Therefore, this proposed rule 
does not require a Regulatory Flexibility 
Analysis. 


C. Paperwork Reduction Act 


The Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, 
44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq., requires that the 


' information collection requirements of 


proposed and final rules be submitted to 
the Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) for approval. This proposed rule 
would indirectly affect another 
information collection requirement that 
has been approved by OMB under the 
Paperwork Reduction Act. This affected 
requirement has been assigned the OMB 
Control Number 2050-0012. The 
appropriate changes to this requirement 
have been submitted to OMB for 
approval. 

The information collection 
rquirements directly associated with 
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today’s proposed rule have been 
submitted for OMB approval. Submit 
comments on these requirements to the 
Office of Informtion and Regulatory 
Affairs, OMB, 730 Jackson Place, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20503, marked: 
Attention: Desk Officer for EPA. The 
final rule will respond to any OMB or 
public comments on the information 
collection requirements. 
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Dated: December 27, 1985. 
Lee M. Thomas, 
Administrator. 


Appendix I—Toxicity Characteristic 
Leaching Procedure (TCLP) 


1.0 Scope and Application 


1.1 The TCLP is designated to 
determine the mobility of both organic 
and inorganic contaminants present in 
liquid, solid, and multiphasic wastes. 

1.2 Ifa total analysis of the waste 
demonstrates that individual 
contaminants are not present in the 
waste, or that they.gre present, but at 
such low concentrations that the 
appropriate regulatory thresholds could 
not possibly be exceeded, the TCLP 
need not to run. 


2.0 Summary of Method (See Figure 1) 


2.1 For wastes containing less than 
0.5% solids, the waste, after filtration 
through a 0.6-0.8 um glass fiber filter, is 
defined as the TCLP extract. 

2.2. For wastes containing greater 
than 0.5% solids, the liquid phase, if any, 
is separated from the solid phase and 
stored for later analysis. The particle 
size of the solid phase is reduced (if 
necessary), weighted, and extracted 
with an amount of extraction fluid equal 
to 20 times the weight of the solid phase. 
The extraction fluid employed is a 
function of the alkalinity of the solid 
phase of the waste. A special extractor 
vessel is used when testing for volatiles 
(See Table 1). Following extraction, the 
liquid extract is separated from the solid 
phase by 0.6-0.8 um glass fiber filter 
filtration, 

2.3 If compatible (e.g., precipitate or 
multiple phases will not form on 
combination), the initial liquid phase of 
the waste is added to the liquid extract 
and these liquids are analyzed together. 
If incompatible the liquids are analyzed 
separately and the results are 
mathematically combined to yield a 
volume weighted average concentration. 


3.0 Interferences 


3.1 Potential interferences that may 
be encountered during analysis are 
discussed in the individual analytical 
methods. 


4.0 Apparatus and Materials 


4.1 Agitation Apparatus: An 
acceptable agitation apparatus is one 
which is capable of rotating the © 
extraction vessel in an end over end 
fashion (See Figure 2) at 30 +.2 rpm. 
Suitable devices known to EPA are 
identified in Table 2. 
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4.2 Extraction Vessel: 

4.2.1 Zero-Headspace Extraction 
Vessel (ZHE). When the waste is being 
tested for mobility of any volatile 
contaminants (See Table 1), an 
extraction vessel which allows for 
liquid/solid separation within the 
device, and which effectively precludes 
headspace (as depicted in Figure 3), is 
used. This type of vessel allows for 
initial liquid/solid separation, 
extraction, and final extract filtration 
without having to open the vessel (See 
Section 4.3.1). These vessels shall have 
an internal volume of 500 to 600 ml and 
be equipped to accommodate a 90 mm 
filter. Suitable ZHE devices known as 
EPA are identified in Table 3. These 
devices contain viton O-rings which 
should be replaced frequently. 

4.2.2 When the waste is being 
evaluated for other than volatile 
contaminants, an extraction vessel 
which does not preclude headspace 
(e.g., 2-liter bottle) is used. Suitable 
extraction vessels include bottles made 
from various materials, depending on 
the contaminants to be analyzed and the 
nature of the waste (See Section 4.3.3). 
These bottles are available from a 
number of laboratory suppliers. When 
this type of extraction vessel is used, the 
filtration device discussed in Section 
4.3.2 is used for initial liquid/solid 
separation and final extract filtration. 

4.3 Filtration Devices: 

4.3.1 Zero-Headspace Extractor 
Vessel (See Figure 3): When the waste is 
being evaluated for volatiles, the zero 
headspace extraction vessel is used for 
filtration. The device shall be capable of 
supporting and keeping in place the 
glass fiber filter, and be able to 
withstand the pressure needed to 
accomplish separation (50 psi). 

Note.—When it is suspected that the glass 
fiber filter has been ruptured, and in-line 
glass fiber filter may be used to filter the 
extract. 


4.3.2. Filter Holder. When the waste 
is being evaluated for other than volatile 
compounds, a filter holder capable of 
supporting a glass fiber filter and able to 
withstand the pressure needed to 
accomplish separation is used. Suitable 
filter holders range from simple vacuum 
units to relatively complex systems 
capable of exerting pressure up to 50 psi 
and more. The type of filter holder used 
depends on the properties of the 
material to be filtered (See Section 
4.3.3). These devices shall have a 
minimum internal volume of 300 ml and 
be equipped to accommodate a 
minimum filter size of 47 mm. Filter 
holders known to EPA to be suitable for 
use are shown in Table 4. 


4.3.3 Materials of Construction. 
Extraction vessels and filtration devices 
shall be made of inert materials which 
will not leach or absorb waste 
components. Glass, 
polytetrafluoroethylene (PTFE), or type 
316 stainless steel equipment may be 
used when evaluating the mobility of 
both organic and inorganic components. 
Devices made of high density 
polyethylene (HDPE), polypropylene, or 
polyvinyl chloride may be used when 
evaluating the mobility of metals. 

4.4 Filters: Filters shall be made of 
borosilicate glass fiber, contain no 
binder materials, and have an effective 
pore size of 0.6-0.8 zm, or equivalent. 
Filters known to EPA to meet these 
specifications are identified in Table 5. 
Pre-filters must not be used. When 
evaluating the mobility of metals, filters 
shall be acid washed prior to use by 
rinsing with 1.0 N nitric acid followed by 
three consecutive rinses with deionized 
distilled water (minimum of 500 ml per . 
rinse). Glass fiber filters are fragile and 
should be handled with care. 

4.5 pH Meters: Any of the commonly 
available pH meters are acceptable. 

4.6 ZHE extract collection devices: 
TEDLAR?® bags or glass, stainless steel 
or PTFE gas tight syringes are used to 
collect the initial liquid phase and the 
final extract of the waste when using the 
ZHE device. 

4.7, ZHE extraction fluid collection 
devices: Any device capable of © 
transferring the extraction fluid into the 
ZHE without changing the nature of the 
extraction fluid is acceptable (e.g,, a 
constant displacement pump, a gas tight 
syringe, pressure filtration unit (See 
Section 4.3.2), or another ZHE device). 

4.8 Laboratory balance: Any 
laboratory balance accurate to within + 
0.01 grams may be used (all weight 
measurements are to be within + 0.1 
grams). 


5.0 Reagents 


5.1 Water: ASTM Type 1 deionized, 
carbon treated, decarbonized, filtered 
water (or equivalent water that is 
treated to remove volatile components) 
shall be used when evaluating wastes 
for volatile contaminants. Otherwise, 
ASTM Type 2 deionized distilled water 
(or equivalent) is used. These waters 
should be monitored periodically for 
impurities. 

5.2 1.0 N Hydrochloric acid (HC1) 
made from ACS Reagent grade. 

5.3. 1.0.N Nitric acid (HNO3) made 
from ACS Reagent grade. 

5.4 1.0 N Sodium hydroxide (NaOH) 
made from ACS Reagent grade. 


*TEDLAR is a registered trademark of DuPont. ° 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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5.5 - Glacial acetic acid (HOAc) made 
from ACS Reagent grade. 

5.6 Extraction fluid: 

5.6.1. Extraction fluid No. 1: This fluid 
is made by adding 5.7 ml glacial HOAc 
to 500 ml of the appropriate water (See 
Section 5.1), adding 64.3 ml of 1.0 N 
NaOH, and diluting to 'a volume of 1 
liter. When correctly prepared, the pH of 
this fluid will be 4.93 + 0.05. 

5.6.2 Extraction fluid No. 2: This fluid 
is made by diluting 5.7 ml glacial HOAc 
with ASTM Type 2 water (See Section 
5.1) to a volume of 1 liter. When 
correctly prepared the pH of this fluid 
will be 2.88 + 0.05. 


Note.—These extraction fluids shall be 
made up fresh daily. The pH should be 
checked prior to use to insure that they are 
made up accurately, and use these fluids 
should be monitored frequently for 
impurities. 

5.7 Analytical standards shall be 
prepared. according to the appropriate 
analytical method. 


6.0 Sample Collection, Preservation, 
and Handling 


6.1 All samples shall be collected 
using a sampling plan that addresses the 
considerations discussed in “Test 
Methods for Evaluating Solid Wastes” 
(SW-846). 

6.2 Preservatives shall not be added 
to samples. . 

6.3 Samples can be refrigerated 
unless it results in irreversible physical 
changes to the waste. 

6.4 When the waste is to be 
evaluated for volatile contaminants, 
care must be taken to insure that these 
are not lost. Samples shall be taken and 
stored in a manner which prevents the 
loss of volatile contaminants. If 
possible, any necessary particle size 
reduction should be conducted as the 
sample is being taken (See Step 8.5). 
Refer to SW-846 for additional sampling 
and storage requirements when volatiles 
are contaminants of concern. 

6.5 TCLP extracts should be 
prepared for analysis and analyzed as 
soon as possible following extraction. If 
they need to be stored, even for a short 
period of time, storage shall be at 4°C 
and samples for volatiles analysis shall 
not be allowed to come into contact 
with the atmosphere (i.e., no 
headspace). 


7.0 Procedure When Volatiles Are Not 


Involved 


Although a minimum sample size of 
100 grams is required, a larger sample 
size may be necessary, depending on the 
percent solids of the waste sample. - 


' Enough waste sample should be 


collected such that at least 75'grams of 
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the solid phase of the waste (as 
determined using glass fiber filter 
filtration), is extracted. This will insure 
that there is adequate extract for the 
required analyses (e.g., semivolatiles, 
metals, pesticides and herbicides). 

The determination of which extraction 
fluid to use (See Step 7.12) may also be 
conducted at the start of this procedure. 
This determination shall be on the solid 
phase of the waste (as obtained using 
glass fiber filter filtration). 

7.1 If the waste will obviously yield 
no free liquid when subjected to 
pressure filtration, weigh out a 
representative subsample of the waste 
(100 gram minimum) and proceed to 
Step 7.11. 

7.2 If the sample is liquid or 
multiphasic, liquid/solid separation is 
required. This involves the filtration 
device discussed in Section 4.3.2, and is 
outlined in Steps 7.3 to 7.9. 

7.3 Pre-weigh the filter and the 
container which will receive the filtrate. 

7.4 Assemble filter holder and filter 
following the manufacturer's 
instructions. Place the filter on the 
support screen and secure. Acid wash 
the filter if evaluating the mobility of 
metals (See Section 4.4). 

7.5 Weigh out a representative 
subsample of the waste (100 gram 
minimum) and record weight. 

7.6 Allow slurries to stand to permit 
the solid phase to settle. Wastes that 
settle slowly may be centrifuged prior to 
filtration. 

-7.7_ Transfer the waste sample to the 
filter holder. 


Note.—If waste material has obviously 
adhered to the container used to transfer the 
sample to the filtration apparatus, determine 
the weight of this residue and subtract it from 
the sample weight determined in Step 7.5, to 
determine the weight of the waste sample 
which will be filtered. 


Gradually apply vacuum or ‘gentle 
pressure of 1-10 psi, until air or 
pressurizing gas moves through the 
filter. If this point is not reached under 
10 psi, and if no additional liquid has 
passed through the filter in any 2 minute 
interval, slowly increase the pressure in 
10-psi increments to a maximum of 50 
psi. After each incremental increase of 
10 psi, if the pressurizing gas has not 
moved through the filter, and if no 
additional liquid has passed through the 
filter in any 2 minute interval, proceed 
to the next 10 psi increment. When the 
pressurizing gas begins to move through. 
the filter, or when liquid flow has ceased 
at 50 psi {i.e., does not result in any 
additional filtrate within any 2 minute 
period), filtration is stopped. . 
Note.—Instantaneous application of high 


pressure can degrade the glass fiber filter, 
and may cause premature plugging. 


7.8 The material in the filter holder is 
defined as the solid phase of the waste, 
and the filtrate is defined as the liquid 
phase. 


Note.—Some wastes, such as oily wastes 
and some paint wastes, will obviously 
contain some material which appears to be a 
liquid—but even after applying vacuum or 
pressure filtration, as outlined in Step 7.7, this 
material may not filter. If this is the case, the 
material within the filtration device is 
defined as a solid, and is carried through the 
extraction as a solid. 


7.9 Determine the weight of the 
liquid phase by subtracting the weight of 
the filtrate container (See Step 7.3) from 
the total weight of the filtrate-filled 
container. The liquid phase may now be 
either analyzed (See Step 7.15) or stored 
at 4° C until time of analysjg, The weight 
of the solid phase of the waste sample is 
determined by subtracting the weight of 
the liquid phase from the weight of the 


t of dry waste and 
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total waste sample, as determined in 
Step 7.5 or 7.7. Record the weight of the 
liquid and solid phases. 

Note.—If the weight of the solid phase of 
the waste is less than 75 grams, review Step 
7.0 


7.10 The sample will be handled 
differently from this point, depending on 
whether it contains more or less than 
0.5% solids. =f the sample obviously has 
greater than 0.5% solids go to Step 7.11. 
If it appears that the solid may comprise 
less than 0.5% of the total waste, the 
percent solids wil! be determined as 
follows: 

7.10.1 Remove the solid phase and 
filter from the filtration apparatus. 

7.10.2 Dry the filter and solid phase 
at 100+° C until two successive 
weighings yield the same value. Record 
final weight. 

7.10.3 SCalculate the percent solids as 
follows: 


weigh 
filters—tared weight of filters 


initial weight of waste (Step 7.5 or 
7.7) 


7.10.4 If the solid comprises less than 
0.5% of the waste, the solid is discarded 
and the liquid phase is defined as the 
TCLP extract. Proceed to Step 7.14. 

7.10.5 If the solid is greater than or 
equal to 0.5% of the waste, return to Step 
7.1, and begin the procedure with a new 
sample of waste. Do riot extract the 
solid that has been dried. 


Note.—This step is only used to determine 
whether the solid must be extracted, or 
whether it may be discarded unextracted. It 
is not used in calculating the amount of 
extraction fluid to use in extracting the 
waste, nor-is the dried solid derived from this 
step subjected to extraction. A new sample 
will have to be prepared for extraction. 


7.11 Ifthe sample has more than 
0.5% solids, it is now evaluated for 
particle size. If the solid material has a 
surface area per gram of material equal 
to or greater than 3.1 cm?, or is capable 
of passing through a 9.5 mm (0.375 inch) 
standard sieve, proceed to Step 7.12. If 
the surface area is smaller or the 
particle size is larger than that described 
above, the solid material is prepared for 
extraction by crushing, cutting, or 
grinding the solid material to a surface 
area or particle size as described above. 
When surface area or particle size has 
been appropriately altered, proceed to 
Step 7.12. 

7.12 This step describe’ the 
determination of the appropriate 


Xx 100=percent solids 


extracting fluid to use (See Sections 5.0 
and 7.0). 

7.12.1° Weigh out a small sub-sample 
of the solid phase of the waste, reduce 
the solid (if necessary) to a particle size 
of approximately 1 mm in diameter or 
less, and transfer a 5.0 gram portion to a 
500 ml beaker or erlenmeyer flask. 

7.12.2.° And 96.5 ml distilled deionized 
water (ASTM Type 2), cover with 
watchglass, and stir vigorously for 5 
minutes-using a magnetic stirrer. 
Measure and record the pH. If the pH is 
<5.0, extraction fluid #1 is used. 
Proceed to Step 7.13. 

7.12.3 If the pH from Step 7.12.2 is > 
5.0, add 3.5 ml 1.0 N HCL, slurry for 30 
seconds, cover with a watchglass, heat 
to 50°C, and hold for 10 minutes. 

7.12.4 Let the solution cool to room 
temperature and record pH. If pH is 
<5.0, use extraction fluid #1. If the pH 
is>5.0, extraction fluid #2 is used. 

7.13 Calculate the weight of the 
remaining solid material by subtracting 
the weight of the sub-sample taken-for 
Step 7.12, from the original amount of 
solid material, as obtained from Step 7.1 
or 7.9. Transfer remaining solid material 
into the extractor vessel; including the 
filter used to separate the initial liquid 
from the solid phase. 


Note.—If any of the solid phase remains 
adhered to the walls of the filter holder, or 
the container used to transfer the waste, its 
weight shall be determined, substracted from 
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the weight of the solid phase of the waste, as 
determined above, and this weight is used in 
calculating the amount of extraction fluid to 
add into the extractor bottle. 


Slowly add an amount of the 
appropriate extraction fluid (See Step 
7.12), into the extractor bottle equal to 
20 times the weight of the solid phase 
that has been placed into the extractor 
bottle. Close extractor bottle tightly, 
secure in rotary extractor device and 
rotate at 30+2 rpm for 18-hours. The 
temperature shall be maintained at 
22+3°C during extraction period. 

Note.—As agitation continues, pressure 
may build up within the extractor bottle (due 
to the evolution of gasses such as carbon 
dioxide). To relieve these pressures, the 
extractor bottle may be periodically opened 
and vented into a hood. 


7.14 Following the 18 hour 
extraction, the material in the extractor 
vessel is separated into its component 
liquid and solid phases by filtering 
through a new glass fiber filter as 
outlined in Step 7.7. This new filter shall 
be acid washed (See § 4.4) if evaluating 
the mobility of metals. 

7.15 The TCLP extract is now 
prepared as follows: 

7.15.1 If the waste contained no 
initial liquid phase, the filtered liquid 


Final contaminant concentration 


where 

V; = The volume of the first phase (1) 

C, = The concentration of the contaminant of 
concern in the first phase (mg/1) 

V.=The volume of the second phase (1} 

C.=The concentration of the contaminant of 
concern in the second phase (mg/1) 


7.17 The contaminant concentrations 

in the TCLP extract are compared to the 

‘thresholds identified in the appropriate 
regulations. Refer to Section 9 for 
quality assurance requirements. 

8.0 Procedure When Volatiles Are 
Involved: ' 

The ZHE device has approximately a 
500 ml internal capacity. Although a 
minimum sample size of 100 grams was 
required in the Section 7 procedure the 
ZHE can only accommodate a maximum 
100 percent solids sample of 25 grams, 
due to the need.to add an amount of 
extraction fluid equal to 20 times the 
weight of the solid phase. Step 8.4 
provides the means by which to 
determine the approximate sample size 
for the ZHE device. 

Although the following procedure 
allows for particle size reduction during 
the conduct of the procedure, this could 
result in the loss of volatile compounds. 


material obtained from Step 7.14 is 
defined as the TCLP extract. Proceed to 
Step 7.16. 

7.15.2 ‘If compatible (e.g., will not 


form precipitate or multiple phases), the 


filtered liquid resulting from Step 7.14 is 
combined with the initial liquid phase of 
the waste as obtained in Step 7.9. This 
combined liquid is defined as the TCLP 
extract. Proceed to Step 7.16. 

7.15.3 If the initial liquid phase of the 
waste, as obtained from Step 7.9 is not 
or may be compatible with the filtered 
liquid resulting from Step 7.14, these 
liquids are not combined. These liquids 
are collectively defined as the TCLP 
extract, are analyzed separately, and 
the results are combined 
mathematically. Proceed to Step 7.16. 

7.16 The TCLP extract will be 
prepared and analyzed according to the 
appropriate SW-846 analytical methods 
identified in Appendix III of 40 CFR 261. 
TCLP extracts to be analyzed for metals 
shall be acid digested. If the individual 
phases are to be analyzed separately, 
determine the volume of the individual 
phases (to 0.1 ml), conduct the 
appropriate analyses, and combine the 
results mathematically by using a simple 
weighted average: 


: (Vi Cs)+(V2)(Co) 


Vi+Vi 


If possible, any necessary particle size 
reduction (See Step 8.5) should be 
conducted on the sample as it is being 
taken. Particle size reduction should 
only be conducted during the procedure 
if there is no other choice. 

In carrying out the following steps, do 
not allow the waste to be exposed to the 
atmosphere for any more time than is 
absolutely necessary. 

8.1 Pre-weigh the (evacuated) 
container which will receive the filtrate 
(See § 4.6), and set aside, 

8.2 Place the ZHE piston within the 
body of the ZHE (it may be helpful to 
first nfoisten the piston O-rings slightly - 
with extraction fluid). Secure the gas 
inlet/outlet flange (bottom flange) onto 
the ZHE body in accordance with the 
manufacturer's instructions. Secure the 
glass fiber filter between the support 
screens and set aside. Set liquid inlet/ 
outlet flange (top flange) aside. 

8.3 If the waste will obviously yield 
no free liquid when subjected to 
pressure filtration, weigh out a 
representative subsample of the waste 


_ (25 gram maximum—See Step 8.0), 
. record weight, and proceed to Step 8.5. 
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8.4 This step provides the means by 
which to detemine the approximate 
sample size for the ZHE device. If the 
waste is liquid or multiphasic, follow. the 
procedure outlined in Steps 7.2 to 7.9 
(using the Section 7 filtration apparatus), 
and obtain the percent solids by 
dividing the weight of the solid phase of 
the waste by the original sample size 


. used. If the waste obviously contains 


greater than 0.5% solids, go to Step 8.4.2. 
If it appears that the solid may comprise 
less than 0.5% of the waste, go to Step 
8.4.1. 

8.4.1 Determine the percent solids by 
using the procedure outlined in Step 
7.10. If the waste contains less than 0.5% 
solids, weigh out a new 100 gram 
minimum representative sample, 
proceed to Step 8.7, and follow until the 
liquid phase of the waste is filtered 
using the ZHE device (Step 8.8). This 
liquid filtrate is defined as the TCLP 
extract, and is analyzed directly. If the 
waste contains greater than or equal to 
0.5% solids, repeat Step 8.4. using a new 
100 gram minimum sample, determine 
the percent solids, and proceed to Step 
8.4.2. 

8.4.2 If the sample is <25% solids, 
weigh out a new 100 gram minimum 
representative sample, and proceed to 
Step-8.5. If the sample is > 25% solids, 
the maximum amount of sample the 
ZHE can accommodate is determined by 
dividing 25 grams by the percent solids 
obtained from Step 8.4. Weigh out a new 
representative sample of the determined 
size. 

8.5 After a representative sample of 
the waste (sample size determined from 
Step 8.4) has been weighed out and 
recorded, the sample is now evaluated 
for particle size (See Step 8.0). If the 
solid material within the waste 
obviously has a surface area per gram of 
material equal to or greater than 3.1 
cm2, or is capable of passing through a 
9.5 mm (0.375 inch) standard sieve, 
proceed: immediately to Step 8.6. If the 
surface area is smaller or the particle 
size is larger than that described above, 
the solid material which does not meet 
the above criteria is separated from the 
liquid phase by sieving (or equivalent 
means), and the solid is prepared for 
extraction by crushing, cutting, or 
grinding to a surface area or particle 
size as described above. 


Note.—Wastes and appropriate equipment 
should be refrigerated, if possible, to 4° C 
prior to particle size reduction. Grinding and 
milling machinery which generates heat shall 


~ not be used for particle size reduction. If 


reduction of the solid phase of the waste is 
necessary, exposure of the waste to the 
atmosphere should be avoided to the extent 
possible. : 
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When surface area or particle size has 
been appropriately altered, the solid is 
recombined with the rest of the waste. 

8.6 Waste slurries need not be 
allowed to stand to permit the solid 
phase to settle. Wastes that settle 
slowly shall not be centrifuged prior to 
filtration. 

8.7 Transfer the entire sample (liquid 
and solid phases) quickly to the ZHE. 
Secure the filter and support screens 
into the top flange of the device and 
secure the top flange to the ZHE body in 
accordance with the manufacturers 
instructions. Tighten all ZHE fittings and 
place the device in the vertical position 
(gas inlet/outlet flange on the bottom). 
Do not attach the extract collection 
device to the top plate. 

Note.—If waste material has obviously 
adhered to the container used to transfer the 
sample to the ZHE, determine the weight of 
this residue and subtract it from the sample 
weight determined in Step 8.4, to determine 
the weight of the waste sample which will be 
filtered. 


Attach a gas line to the gas inlet/outlet 
valve (bottom flange), and with the 
liquid inlet/outlet valve (top flange) 
open, begin applying gentle presssure of 
1-10 psi {or more if necessary) to slowly 
force all headspace out of the ZHE ~ 
device. At the first appearance of liquid 
from the liquid inlet/outlet valve, 
quickly close the valve and discontinue 
pressure. 

8.8 Attach evacuated pre-weighed 
filtrate collection container to the liquid 
inlet/outlet valve and open valve. Begin 
applying gentle pressure of 1-10 psi to 
force the liquid phase into the filtrate 
collection container. If no additional 
liquid has passed thrugh the filter in any 
2 minute interval, slowly increase the 
pressure in 10 psi increments to a 
maximum of 50 psi. After each 
incremental increase of 10 psi, if no 
additional liquid has passed through the 
filter in any 2 minute interval, proceed 
to the next 10 psi increment. When 
liquid flow has ceased such that 
continued pressure filtration at 50 psi 
does not result in any additional filtrate 
within any 2 minute period, filtration is 
stopped. Close the liquid inlet/outlet 
valve, discontinue pressure to the 
piston, and disconnect the filtrate 
collection container. 


Note.—Instantaneous application of high 
pressure can degrade the glass fiber filter and 
may cause premature plugging. 

8.9 The material in the ZHE is 
defined as the solid phase of the waste, 
and the filtrate is defined as the liquid 
phase. 

Note.—Some wastes, such as oily wastes 
and some paint wastes, will obviously 
contain some material which appears to be a 


liquid—but even after applying pressure 
filtration, this material will not filter. If this is 
the case, the material within the filtration 
device is defined as a solid, and is carried 
through the TCLP extraction as a solid. 


If the original waste contained less than 
0.5% solids, (See Step 8.4) this filtrate is 
defined as the TCLP extract, and is 
analyzed directly—proceed to Step 8.13. 

8.10 Determine the weight of the 
liquid phase by subtracting the weight of 
the filtrate container (See Step 8.1) from 
the total weight of the filtrate-filled 
container. The liquid phase may now be 
either analyzed (See Steps 8.13 and 
8.14), or stored at 4° C until time of 
analysis. The weight of the solid phase 
of the waste sample is determined by 
subtracting the weight of the liquid 
phase from the weight of the total waste 
sample (See Step 8.4). Record the final 
weight of the liquid and solid phases. 

8.11 The following details how to 
add the appropriate amount of 
extraction fluid to the solid material 
within the ZHE and agitation of the ZHE 
vessel. Extraction fluid #1 is used in all 
cases (See Section 5.6). 

8.11.1 With the ZHE in the vertical 
position, attach a line from the 
extraction fluid reservoir to the liquid 
inlet/outlet valve. The line used shall 
contain fresh extraction fluid and should 
be preflushed with fluid to eliminate any 
air pockets in the line. Release gas 
pressure on the ZHE piston (from the 
gas inlet/outlet valve), open the liquid 
inlet/outlet valve, and begin transferring 
extraction fluid (by pumping or similar 
means) into the ZHE. Continue pumping 
extraction fluid into the ZHE until the 
amount of fluid introduced into the 
device equals 20 times the weight of the 
solid phase of the waste that is in the 
ZHE. 

8.11.2 After the extraction fluid has 
been added, immediately close the 
liquid inlet/outlet valve, and disconnect 
the extraction fluid line. Check the ZHE 
to make sure that all valves are in their 
closed positions. Pick up the ZHE and 
physically rotate the device in an end- 
over-end fashion 2 or 3 times. Reposition 
the ZHE in the vertical position with the 
liquid inlet/outlet valve on top. Put 5-10 
psi behind the piston (if necessary); and 
slowly open the liquid inlet/outlet valve 
to bleed out any headspace (into a hood) 
that may have been introduced due to 
the addition of extraction fluid. This 
bleeding shall be done quickly and shall 
be stopped at the first appearance of 


Final contaminant concentration 
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liquid from the valve. Re-pressurize the 
ZHE with 5-10 psi and check all ZHE 
fittings to insure that they are closed. 

8.11.3 Place the ZHE in the rotary 
extractor apparatus (if it is not already 
there), and rotate the ZHE at 30+ 2rpm 
for 18 hours. The temperature shall be 
maintained at 22 + 3° C during 
agitation. 

8.12 Following the 18 hour 
extraction, check the pressure behind 
the ZHE piston by quickly opening and 
closing the gas inlet/outlet valve, and 
noting the escape of gas. If the pressure 
has not been maintained (i.e., no gas 
release observed), the device is leaking. 
Replace ZHE O-rings or other fittings, as 
necessary, and redo the extraction with 
a new-sample of waste. If the pressure 
within the device has been maintained, 
the material in the extractor vessel is 
once again separated into its component 
liquid and solid phases. If the waste 
contained an initial liquid phase, the 
liquid may be filtered directly into the 
same filtrate collection container (i.e., 
TEDLER® bag, gas-type syringe) holding 
the initial liquid phase of the waste, 
unless doing so would create multiple 
phases, or unless there is not enough 
volume left within the filtrate collection 
container. A separate filtrate collection 
container must be used in these cases. 
Filter through the glass fiber filter, using 
the ZHE device as discussed in Step 8.8. 
All extract shall be filtered and collected 
if the extract is multi-phasic or if the - 
waste contained an initial liquid phase. 

Note.—If the glass fiber filter is not intact 
following agitation, the filtration device 
discussed in the NOTE in Section 4.3.1 may 
be used to filter the material within the ZHE. 


8.13 If the waste contained no initial 
liquid phase, the filtered liquid material 
obtained from Step 8.12 is defined as the 
TCLP extract. If the waste contained an 
initial liquid phase, the filtered liquid 
material obtained from Step 8.12, and 
the initial liquid phase (Step 8.8) are 
collectively defined as the TCLP extract. 

8.14 The TCLP extract will be ; 
prepared and analyzed according to the 
appropriate SW-846 analytical methods, 
as identified in Appendix III of 40 CFR: 
261. If the individual phases are to be 
analyzed separately, determine the 
volume of the individual phases (to 0.1 
ml), conduct the appropriate analyses 
and combine the results mathematically 
by using a simple volume weighted 
average: 


{V,)(C.)+(V2)(C2) 


V: + V2 
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where: 
= The volume of the first phase (1) 
C, = The concentration of the contaminant of 
concern in the first phase (mg/1) 
V: = The volume of the second phase (1) 
C, = The concentration of the contaminant of 
concern in the second phase (mg/1) 


8.15 The contaminant concentrations 
in the TCLP extract are compared to the 
thresholds identified in the appropriate 
regulations. Refer to Section 9 for 
quality assurance requirements. 


9.0 Quality Assurance Requirements 


9.1 All data, including quality 
assurance data, should be maintained 
and available for reference or 
inspection. 

9.2 Aminimum of ¢ one blank for 
every 10 extractions that have been 
conducted in an extraction vessel shall 
be employed as a check to determine if 
any memory effects from the extraction 


TABLE 2.—SUITABLE ROTARY AGITATION APPARATUS ? 


Lars Lande 
IRA Machine Shop and Laboratory 


equipment is occurring. One blank shall 
also be employed for every new batch of 
leaching fluid that is made up. 

9.3 All quality control measures 
described in the appropriate analytical 
methods shall be followed. 

9.4 The method of standard addition 
shall be employed for each waste type 
if: (1) Recovery of the compound from 
spiked splits of the TCLP extract is not 
between 50 and 150%, or (2) If the 
concentration of the constituent 
measured in the extract is within 20% of 
the appropriate regulatory threshold. If 
more than 1 extraction is being run on 
samples of the same waste, the method 
of standard addition need only be 
applied once and the percent recoveries 
applied to the remainder of the 
extractions. 

9.5 TCLP extracts shall be analyzed 
within the following periods after 
generation: Volatiles—14 days, Semi- 


‘An Se Ran Gr Le ee 


2 Al this device is suitiable, it 


not commercially made. It may also require retr 


to accommodate ZHE devices. 
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volatiles—40 days, Mercury—28 days, 
and other Metals—180 days. 


TABLE 1.—VOLATILE CONTAMINANTS 


71-43-2 
75-15-0 
56-23-5 
108-90-7 
67-66-3 
107-06-2 
75-35-4 
78-83-1 
75-09-2 
78-93-3 


Pyridine. 
1,1,1,2,-Tetrachloroethane... 
1,1,2,2-Tetrachioroethane.... 


TABLE 3.—SU!ITABLE ZERO-HEADSPACE EXTRACTOR VESSELS 


Re PU i asa lssastoncccrnctpencsenensiterssellninrnicineclatsiadinnnillagiercinmnsstbaa 
COI CIR so rics ccnepsshesuscisnechseseTipsccesntansbitescthpanpetinepss tinesdéencunteniilideigil 


Pleasanton, California, (800). 882-7711 


Dublin, California, (415) 828-6010 .. 
Bediord, Massachusetts, (800) 


hay tenttn ecauiin <t aaperding a: faptt Gorm Wo echt shane of Su saute io etabin, SeREGIE SHEN te chnciealy congatiln wih Ge weal eat Se qerathee hay aaaiees 
Plastic devices (not listed may be used when only inorganic contaminants are of concern. 


Whatman Laboratory Products, Inc. 


TABLE 5.—SUITABLE FILTER MEDIA 
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FIGURE 1- TCLP Flowchart 
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Figure 2: Rotary Agitation 
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Figure 3: Zero-Headspace Extraction Vessel 
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Therefore, it is proposed that Chapter 
I of Title 40 be amended as follows: 


PART 260—HAZARDOUS WASTE 
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM: GENERAL 


I. In Part 260: 
1. The authority citation for Part 260 is 
revised to read as follows: 


Authority: Secs. 1006, 2002, 3001, through 
3007, 3010, and.7004, Solid Waste Disposal 
Act, as amended by the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, as 
amended by the Hazardous and Solid Waste 
Amendments of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 6905, 6912, 
6921 through 6927, 6930, and 6974). 


§§ 260.1, 260.2, 260.3, 260.10, 260.20 
[Amended] 

2. By removing the Part number “265” 
and inserting in its place the Part 
number “268” in the following places: 

(a) 40 CFR 260.1 (a) and (b) (1) through 
(4). 
(b) 40 CFR 260.2 (a) and (b). 

(c) 40 CFR 260.3 (introductory text). 

(d) 40 CFR 260.10 (introductory text). 

(e) 40 CFR 260.20(a). 

3. In addition to the amendments set 
forth above, § 260.1 is amended by 
revising paragraph (b) (5) to read as 
follows: 


§ 260.1 Purpose, scope, and applicability. 

(b)* ** 

(5) Section 260.21 establishes 
procedures for petitioning EPA to 
approve testing methods as equivalent 
to those prescribed in Part 261, 264, 265, 
or 268 of this chapter. 


* * * * 


PART 261—IDENTIFICATION AND 
LISTING OF HAZARDOUS WASTE 


Il. In Part 261: 
1. The authority citation for Part 261 is 
revised to read as follows: 


Authority: Secs. 1006, 2002(a), 3001, and 
3002 of the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as 
amended by the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act of 1976, as amended by the 
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 
1984 (42 U.S.C. 6905, 6912{a), 6921, and 6922). 


§§ 261.1, 261.4, 261.5, 261.7, 261.20, 261.30 
[Amended] 

2. By removing the Part number “265” 
and inserting in its place the Part 
number “268” in the following places: 

(a).40 CFR 261.1(a) introductory text 
and (a) (1); 

(b) 40 CFR 261.4(c); 

(c) 40 CFR 261.5 (b), (e), and (f); 


(d) 40 CFR 261.7(a) (1) (ii), and (2) (ii); 


(e) 40 CFR 261.20(b); and 
(f) 40 CFR 261.30(c). 
§ 261.4 [Amended] 


3. In addition to the amendments set 
forth above, § 261:4 is amended by 


removing from paragraph (d) (1) the Part 
number “267” and inserting the Part 
number “268” in its place. 


§ 261.6 [Amended] 


4. By removing the Part number “266” 
and inserting in its place the Part 
number “268” in § 261.6(a) (3). 

5. In addition to the amendment set 
forth above, § 261.6 is amended by 
revising paragraph (c) (1) to read as 
follows: 


§ 261.6 Requirements for recyclable 
materials. 


* * o ” * 


(c) (1) Owners or operators of 
facilities that store recyclable materials 
before they are recycled are regulated 
under all applicable provisions of 
Subparts A through L of Parts 264 and 
265, and under Parts 124, 268, and 270 of 
this chapter and the notification 
requirements under section 3010 of 
RCRA, except as provided in paragraph 
(a) of this section. (The recycling 
process itself is exempt from regulation.) 


* * * * * 


PART 262—STANDARDS APPLICABLE 
TO GENERATORS OF HAZARDOUS 
WASTE 


Ill. In Part 262: 
1. The authority citation for Part 262 is 
revised to read as follows: 


Authority: Secs. 1006, 2002, 3002, 3003, 3004, 
and 3005 of the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as 
amended by the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act of 1976, as amended (RCRA), 
as amended by the Hazardous and Solid: 
Waste Amendments of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 6905, 
6912, 6922 through 6925). } 


Subpart A—General 


2. In § 262.11, paragraph (d) is added 
to read as follows: 


§ 262.11 Hazardous waste determination. 


* © * * ~ 


(d) If the waste is determined to be 
hazardous, the generator must refer to 
Parts 264, 265, and 268 of this chapter for 
possible exclusions or restrictions 
pertaining to management of his specific 
waste. The generator must either test 
the hazardous waste in accordance with 
§ 268.6 or apply knowledge of the waste, 
in light of the materials or the processes 
used, to determine whether the waste 
must be managed in accordance with 
the land disposal restriction standards 
of Part 268 of this chapter. 


Subpart D—Recordkeeping and 
Reporting 


3. In § 262.40, paragraph (e) is added 
to read as follows: : 


§ 262.40 Recordkeeping. 


* * * * * 


(e) A generator must keep the notice 
of an extension to the effective date of 
any land disposal restriction granted 
pursuant to § 268.4 for a period of at 
least 3 years from expiration of the 
extension. 


PART 264—STANDARDS FOR 
OWNERS AND OPERATORS OF 
HAZARDOUS WASTE TREATMENT, 
STORAGE AND DISPOSAL FACILITIES 


- 


IV. In Part 264: 
1. The authority citation for Part 264 is 
revised to read as follows: 


Authority: Secs. 1006, 2002(a), 3004, and 
3005 of the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as 
amended by the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act of 1976, as‘amended by the 
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 
1984 (42 U.S.C. 6905, 6912(a), 6924 and 6925). 


Subpart B—General Facility Standards 


2. In § 264.13, by revising paragraphs 
(a)(1) and (b)(6) and adding paragraph 
(b)(7) to read as follows: 2 


§ 264.13 General waste analysis. 


(a)(1) Before an owner or operator 
treats, stores, or disposes of any . 
hazardous waste, he must obtain a 
detailed chemical and physical analysis 
of a representative sample of the waste. 
At a minimun, this analysis must 
contain all the information which must 
be known to treat, store, or dispose of 
the waste in accordance with the 
requirements of this part or Part 268 of 
this chapter or with the conditions of a 
permit issued under Parts 124 and 270 of 


. this chapter. 


* * ” ” * 


(b) ** * 

(6) Where applicable, the methods 
which will be used to meet the 
additional waste analysis requirements 
for specific waste management methods 
as specified in §§ 264.17, 264.314, and 
264.341 and § 268.6 of this chapter. 

(7) for surface impoundments subject 
to the exemption from land disposal 
restrictions under § 268.1(e), the 
procedures and schedules for: 

(i) The sampling of impoundment 
contents; 

(ii) The analysis of test data; and, 

(iii) The annual removal of residue 
which does not meet the standards of 
Part 268 Subpart D of’this chapter. 


* * * 
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Subpart E—Manifest System, 
Recordkeeping, and Reporting 


3. In § 264.73, by revising paragraph 
(b)(3) and adding paragraph (b)(10) to 
read as follows: 


§ 264.73 Operating record. 


(b) ee * 

(3) Records and results of waste 
analyses performed as specified in 
§§ 264.13, 264.17, 264.314, and 264.341, 
and §§ 268.1(e) and 268.6 of this chapter. 

(10) Records of the quantities (and 
date of placement) for each shipment of 
hazardous waste placed in land disposal 
units under an extension to the effective 
date of any land disposal restriction 
granted pursuant to § 268.4 of this 
chapter or a petition pursuant to § 268.5 
of this chapter and a copy of the 
extension or petition approval notice, as 
appropriate. 


PART 265—INTERIM STATUS 
STANDARDS FOR OWNERS AND 
OPERATORS OF HAZARDOUS WASTE 
TREATMENT, STORAGE, AND 
DISPOSAL FACILITIES 


V. In Part-265: 

1. The authority citation for Part 265 is 
revised to read as follows: 

Authority: Secs. 1006, 2002{a), 3004, and 
3005 of the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 6905, 6908, 6912{a), 6924, 
and 6925). 


Subpart B—General Facility Standards 


2. In § 265.13, paragraphs (a)(1) and 
(b)(6) are revised and paragraph (b)(7) is 
added to read as follows: 


§ 265.13 General waste analysis. 

(a)(2) Before an owner or operator 
treats, stores, or disposes of any 
hazardous waste, he must obtain a 
detailed chemical and physical analysis 
of a representative sample of the waste. 
At a minimum, this analysis must 
contain all the information which must 
be known to treat, store, or dispose of 
the waste in accordance with the 
requirements of this part and Part 268 of 
this chapter. 

» * * * * 


* * 


(6) Where applicable, the methods 
which will be used to meet the 
additional waste analysis requirements 
for specific waste management methods 
as specified in §§ 265.193, 265.225, 
265.252, 265.273, 265.314, 265.345, 265.375, 
and 265.402 and § 268.6 of this chapter. 

(7) For surface impoundments subject 
to the exemption from land disposal 
restrictions under § 268.1(e) of this 


cooaiet, the procedures and schedule 
or: 

(i) The sampling of impoundment 
contents; 

(ii) The analysis of test data; and, 

(iii) The annual removal of residue 
which does not meet the standards of 
Part 268 Subpart Dof this chapter. 


* * * * 


Subpart E—Manifest System, 
Recordkeeping, and Reporting 


3. In § 265.73, paragraph (b)(3) is 
revised and paragraph (b)(8) is added to 
read as follows: 

§ 265.73 Operating record. 

(b) * * 

(3) Records and results of waste 
analysis and trial tests performed as 
specified in §§ 265.13, 265.193, 265.225, 
265.252, 265.273, 265.314, 265.341, 265.375, 
and 265.402 and §§ 268.1(e) and 268.6 of 
this chapter. 

(8) Records of the quantities (and date 
of placement) for each shipment of 
hazardous waste placed in land disposal 
units under an extension to the effective 
date of any land disposal restriction 
granted pursuant to § 268.4 of this 
chapter, or a petition pursuant to § 268.5 
of this chapter, and a copy of the 
extension or petition approval notice as 
appropriate. 


PART 268—LAND DISPOSAL 
RESTRICTIONS 


VI. In Part 268, proposed in the 
Federal Register of May 31, 1985 (50 FR 
23255): 


1. The authority citation for proposed 
Part 268 is revised to read as follows: 


Authority: Secs. 1006, 2002(a), 3001, and 
3004 of the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as 
amended by the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act of 1976, as amended by the 
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 
1984 (42 U.S.C. 6905, 6912(a), 6921, and 6924). 


2. By adding Subpart A to proposed . 
Part 268 to read as follows: 


Subpart A—General 


Sec. 

268.1 Purpose, scope, and applicability. 

268.2 Definitions applicable to this part. 

268.3 Dilution prohibited as a substitute for 
treatment. 

268.4 Procedures for extensions to an 
effective date. 

268.5 Petitions to allow land disposal of a 
waste prohibited under Subpart C of Part 
268. 

268.6 Waste analysis. 

268.9 Incorporations by reference. 
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Subpart A—General 


§ 268.1 Purpose, scope and applicability. 

(a) This part identifies hazardous 
wastes that are restricted from land 
disposal and those limited 
circumstances under which an 
otherwise prohibited waste may 
continue to be land disposed. 

(b) Except as specifically provided 
otherwise in this part or Part 261 of this 
chapter, the requirements of this part 
apply to persons who generate or 
transport hazardous waste and owners 
and operators of hazardous waste 
treatment, storage, and disposal 
facilities. 

(c) The requirements of Subparts A, C, 
D and E of this part do not apply to the 
disposal of hazardous waste by 
underground injection. 

(d) The requirements of this part apply 
to a person who generates, transports, 
treats, stores, or disposes of hazardous 
waste in a State which is authorized 
under Subpart A or B of Part 271 of this 
chapter if the State has not been 
authorized to carry out the requirements 
and prohibitions applicable to the 
generation, transport, treatment, storage, 
or disposal of hazardous waste which 
are imposed pursuant to the Hazardous 
and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984. 
The requirements and prohibitions that 
are applicable until a State receives 
authorization to carry them out include 
all Federal program requirements 
identified in § 271.1(j) of this chapter. 

(e) The requirements of this part do 
not apply to persons placing hazardous . 
wastes in a surface impoundment 
provided that: 

(1) Treatment of such wastes occurs in 
the impoundment. 

(2) The contents of the impoundment 
must be analyzed, through use of the 
test methods described in SW-846 and 
the residues of such treatment (including 
any liquid waste) that do not meet the 
treatment standards promulgated under 
Subpart D of this part, or are not 
delisted under § 260.22 of this chapter, 
must be removed at least annually and 
may not be placed in a surface 
impoundment for subsequent treatment. 
The procedures and schedule for (i) the 
sampling of impoundment contents, (ii) 
the analysis of test data, and (iii) the 
annual removal of residue which, does 
not meet Subpart D treatment standards 
must be specified in the facility's waste. 
analysis plan as required under 
§§ 264.13 or 265.13 of this chapter. 

(3) The impoundment meets the desig: 
requirements of § 264.221(c) or 
§ 265.221(a) of this chapter, unless: 
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(i) Exempted pursuant to § 264.221 (d) 
or (e) of this chapter, or § 265.221 {c) or 
(d) of this chapter, or 

(ii) Upon application of the owner or 
operator prior to November 8, 1986, the 
Administrator has granted a waiver of 
the requirements on the basis that the 
surface impoundment: 

(A) Has at least one liner, for which 
there is no evidence that such liner is 
leaking; 

(B) Is located more than one-quarter 
mile from an underground source of 
drinking water; and 

(C) Is in compliance with the generally 
applicable ground water monitering 
requirements for facilities with permits; 
or 

(iii) Upon application of the owner or 
operator prior to November. 8, 1986, the 
Administrator has granted a 
modification of the requirements on the 
basis of a demonstration that the 
surface impoundment is located, 
designed, and operated so as to assure 
that there will be no migration of any 
hazardous constituent into ground water 
or surface water at any future time. 

(f} The requirements of this part do 
not apply to: 

(1) Persons who have been granted a 
variance from a prohibition pursuant to 
§ 268.5, with respect to those wastes and 
units covered by the variance; or, 

(2) any land disposal of contaminated 
soil or debris resulting from a response 
action taken under section 102 or 106 of 
the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act of 1980 or a corrective action 
required under Part 264 or 265 of this 
chapter until November 8, 1988. 

(g) A generator or an owner or 
operator of a facility otherwise 
regulated by this part must comply with 
all applicable requirements of this 
chapter. 


§ 268.2 Definitions applicable to this part. 

(a) When used in this part the 
following terms have the meanings given 
below: 

“Area of effective control” means an 
area where perpetual restrictions exist 
on the use of any air or water resources 
in a manner that would not be 
protective of human health and the 
environment. If this area extends 
beyond the waste management area, as 
defined at § 264.95{b) of this chapter, 
perpetual restrictions on the use of any 
air or water resources must be 
established by an act of the local or 
State legislature. 

“Hazardous constitutent or 
constituents” means those constituents 
listed in Appendix VIII to Part 261 of 
this chapter. 


“Land disposal” means placement in 
or on the land and includes, but is not 
limited to, placement in a landfill, 
surface impoundment, waste pile, 
injection well, land treatment facility, 
salt dome formation, salt bed formation, 
underground mine or cave, concrete 
vault or bunker intended for disposal 
purposes and placement in or on the 
land by means of open detonation. The 
term “land disposal” does not 
encompass ocean disposal. 

(b) All other terms have the meanings 
given under §§ 260.10, 261.2, 261.3, or 
270.2 of this chapter. 


268.3 Dilution prohibited as a substitute 
for treatment. 


No generator or owner or operator of 
a treatment, storage, or disposal facility 
shall in any way attempt to dilute a 
waste as a substitute for adequate 
treatment to.achieve compliance with 
Subpart D of this part. 


§ 268.4 Procedures for extensions to an 
effective date, 


(a) Any person who generates, treats, 
stores, or disposes of a hazardous waste 
restricted (or proposed to be restricted) 
from land disposal pursuant to Subpart 
C of this part may submit an application 
to the Administrator for an extension to 
the effective date of any applicable 
restriction established under §§ 268.30, 
268.31, or 268.40. The applicant must 
demonstrate the following: 

(1) He has entered into a contract to 
construct or otherwise provide 
alternative treatment, recovery 
(recycling), or disposal capacity that 
protects human health and the 
environment. The contract must contain. 
a penalty for cancellation that, in the 
Agency's judgment, is sufficient to 
discourage cancellation by the 
applicant. 

(2) Due to circumstances beyond the 
applicant's control, such alternative 
capacity cannot reasonably be made 
available by the applicant by the 
applicable effective date. 

(3) The applicant has made a good- 
faith effort to locate and contract with 
treatment, recovery, or disposal 
facilities nationwide to manage his 
waste in accordance with §§ 268.30 or 
268.31. 

(4) The capacity being constructed or 
otherwise provided by the applicant will 
be sufficient to manage all of the waste 
that is the subject of the application. 

(5) The applicant has prepared and 
submitted to the Administrator a 
detailed schedule for obtaining required 
operating permits and construction or an 
outline of how and when alternative 
capacity will be provided. 
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(6) The applicant has arranged for 
adequate capactiy to manage his’ waste 
during an extension. and ‘has 
documented in the application the 
location of all sites at which the waste’ 
will be managed. 

(7) Any waste managed in a surface 
impoundment or landfill during the 
extension period will meet the 
requirements of paragraph (i) (2) of this 
section. 

(b) Any person signing an application 
described under paragraph (a) of this 
section shall make the following 
certification: 

I certify under-penalty of law that I have 
personally examined and am familiar with 
the information submitted in this document 
and all attachments and that, based on my 
inquiry of those individuals immediately 
responsible for obtaining the information, I 
believe that the information is true, accurate, 
and complete. I am aware that there are 
significant penalties for submitting false 
information, including the possibility of fine 
and imprisonment. : 


(c) On the basis of the information 
referred to in paragraph (a).of this 
section, after notice and opportunity for 
comment, and.after consultation with 
appropriate'State agencies in all 
affected States, the Administrator may 
grant an extension of up to 1 year from 
the effective date. The Administrator 
may renew this extension for up to1 
additional year upon the request of the 
applicant. In no event will an extension 
extend beyond 48 months from the 
applicable statutory effective date 
specified in section 3004(d), (e), or (g) of 
the Act (42 U.S.C. 6924{d), (e), or (g)). 

(d) The length of any extension 
authorized in paragraph (c) of this 
section will be determined by the 
Administrator based on the time 
required to construct or obtain the type 
of capacity needed by the applicant as 
described in the completion schedule 
discussed in paragraph (a)(5) of this 
section. 

(e) The Administrator will provide the 
successful applicant with written notice 
of the extension. This notice will 
describe the manufacturing process that 
is the source of the waste subject to the 
extension, the volume of such waste, the 
duration of the extension, and the name 
and the location of the facility 
designated in paragraph (a)(6) of this 
section to manage the waste during the 
period of the extension. The applicant 
must retain a copy of the notice during 
the period:of the extension and for at 
least 3 years after the extension expires. 

(f). The applicant must provide a copy 
of the notice to the facility designated in 
paragraph (a)(6) of this section. The 
notice must be provided to the 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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designated facility prior to the first 
shipment of waste which is the subject 
of the extension. The owner or opreator 
of the facility shall retain a copy of the 
notice during the period of the extension 
and for at least 3 years after the 
extension expires. 

(g) The successful applicant must 
immediately notify the Administrator as 
soon as he has knowledge of any 
changes in the conditions certified to in 
the application. 

(h) The successful applicant must 
submit written progress reports at 
intervals designated by the 
Administrator. Such reports must 
describe the overall progress made 
toward constructing or otherwise 
providing alternative treatment, 
recovery or disposal capacity; must 
identify any event which may cause or 
has caused a delay in the development 
of the capacity; and must summarize the 
steps taken to mitigate the delay. The 
Administrator can revoke the extension 
at any time if the applicant does not 
demonstrate a good-faith effort to meet 
the schedule for completion, if the 
Agency denies or revokes any required 
permit, if conditions certified in the 
application change, or for any violation 
of this part. 

(i) Whenever the Administrator 
establishes an extension to an effective 
date under this section, during the 
period for which such extension is in 
effect: 

(1) The storage restrictions under 
§ 268.50{a){1) do not apply, and 

(2) Such hazardous waste may be 
disposed of in a landfill or surface 
impoundment, only if: 

(i) The landfill, if in interim status, 
meets the requirements of Subpart F of 
Part 265 and § 265.301 (a) through (e) of 
this chapter. 

(ii) The landfill, if permitted, meets the 
requirements of Subpart F of Part 264 
and § 264.301 (c) through (e) of this 
chapter. 

(iii) The surface impoundment, if in 
interim status, meets the requirements of 
Subpart F of Part 265 and § 265.221 (a) 
through (e) of this chapter; or 

(iv) The surface impoundment, if 
permitted, meets the requirements of 
Subpart F of Part 264 and § 264.221 (c) 
through (e) of this chapter. 


§ 268.5 Petitions to allow land disposal of 
a waste prohibited under Subpart C of Part 
268. 

(a) Any person seeking a variance 
from a prohibition under Subpart C of 
this part for the disposal of a restricted 
hazardous waste in a particular unit or 
units must submit a petition to the 
Administrator demonstrating that any 
hazardous constituents of the waste are 


at levels that ensure, to a reasonable 
degree of certainty, that there will be no 
migration of any such hazardous 
constituents of the waste from the area 
of effective control into the air, ground 
water, surface water, or soil in 
concentrations that exceed the - 
applicable screening level, or that result 
in adverse effects upon the environment. 

(1) The Administrator will use the 
following criteria for determining 
whether the established screening levels 
may be exceeded for any threshold 
constituents: 

(i) Exposure criteria: 

(A) Other potential or actual sources 
of exposure to the same or similar 
constituents. 

(B) The level and type of uncertainty 
inherent in the models used to predict 
potential exposure to the surrounding 
population. 

(C) The nature of the potentially 
exposed population. 

(ii) Toxicological criteria: 

(A) The slope or slopes of dose 
response curves for the health effects 
attributable to a threshold constituent. 

(B) The frequency and magnitude of 
potential exposure to a threshold 
constituent. 

(2) The Administrator will use the 
following criteria for determining a 
health effects level for any non- 
threshold constituents: 

(i) Exposure criteria: 

(A) Other potential or actual sources 
of exposure to the same or similar 
constituents. 

(B) The level and type of uncertainty 
inherent in the models used to predict 
potential exposure to the surrounding 
population. 

(C) The potential current and future 
risk to individuals from the activities of 
the disposal unit. 

(D) The size and nature of the 
potentially exposed population. 

(ii) Toxicological criteria: the level 
and type of uncertainty inherent in the 
data used to estimate health risks. 

(b) The demonstration referred to in 
paragraph (a) of this section must 
include an analysis of the total number 
of people that could potentially be 
exposed to any hazardous constituent of 
the specified waste for as long as the 
specified waste remains hazardous. 

(c) The demonstration referred to in 
paragraph (a) of this section must 
include assurances that land disposal of 
the specified waste will not cause 
adverse effects on any aquatic biota, 
wildlife, vegetation, protected lands, or 
other areas of potential ecological or 
economic significance. 

(d) The demonstration referred to in 
paragraphs (a), (b), and (c) of this 
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section may include the following 
components: 

(1) An identification of the specific 
waste and the specific unit for which the 
demonstration will be made. 

(2) A waste analysis, using methods 
described in SW-846, where 
appropriate, or equivalent methods 
approved by the Administrator in 
accordance with § 260.21 of this chapter, 
to describe fully the chemical and 
physical characteristics of the subject 
waste, including the waste’s toxicity, 
mobility, persistence, and propensity to 
bioaccumulate. 

(3) An evaluation of the performance 
of the engineered components of the 
disposal unit. 

(4) A comprehensive characterization 
of the disposal unit site and area of 
effective control, including an analysis 
of background air, soil, and water 
quality. af 

(5) Predictions of the ultimate fate of 
hazardous constituents in the air, soil, 
surface water, and ground water, at the 
point or points of potential human and 
environmental exposure. 

(e) The demonstration referred to in 
paragraphs (a), (b), and (c) of this 
section must meet the following criteria: 

(1) All waste and environmental 
sampling or test data must be accurate, 
and reproducible. 

(2) All sampling, testing, and 
estimation techniques for chemical and 
physical properties of the waste and all 
environmental parameters must have 
been approved by the Administrator. 

(3) Simulation models may need to be 
calibrated for the specific waste and site 
conditions, and verified for accuracy by 
comparison with actual measurements. 

(4) A quality assurance and quality 
control plan that addresses all aspects 
of the demonstration must be approved 
by the Administrator. 

(5) An analysis may need to be 
performed to identify and quantify any 
aspects of the demonstration that 
contribute significantly to uncertainty. 
This analysis must include an 
evaluation of the consequences of 
predictable future events, including, but 
not limited to earthquakes, floods, 
severe storm events, droughts, or other 
natural phenomena. 

(f} Each petition must be submitted to 
the Administrator by certified mail. 

(g) Each petition must include the 
following statement signed by the 
petitioner or an authorized 
representative: 

I certify under penalty of law that I have 
personally examined and am familiar with 
the information submitted in this petition and 
all attached documents, and that, based on 
my inquiry-of those individuals immediately 
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responsible for obtaining the information, I 
believe that the submitted information is true, 
accurate, and complete. I am aware that there 
are significant penalties for submitting false 
information, including the possibility of fine 
and imprisonment. 


(h) After receiving a petition, the 
Administrator may request any 
additional information that may 
reasonably be required to evaluate the 
demonstration. 

(i) If approved, the petition will apply 
to land disposal of the specific restricted 
waste at the individual disposal unit 
described in the demonstration and will 
not apply to any other restricted waste 
at that disposal unit. 

(j) The Administrator shall give public 
notice of the intent to approve or deny a 
petition and provide an opportunity for 
public comment. The Administrator 
shall give public notice of the final 
decision on a petition in the Federal 
Register. 

(k)(1) The Administrator will provide 
written notice to the petitioner upon 

- approval or denial of a petition. If 
approval is given, the notice will 
identify the land disposal unit, the 
wastes that may be disposed therein, 
the volume limit, and the duration of the 
approval. 

(2) The petitioner shall retain the 
notice for the term of the approval as 
defined by paragraph (1) of this section. 

(1) Thé term of an approved petition 
shall be no longer than the term of the 
RCRA permit if the disposal unit is 
operating under a RCRA permit, or up to 
a maximum of 10 years from the date of 
the notice provided under paragraph- 
(k)(1) of this section if the unit is 
operating under interim status. In either 
case, the term of the approved petition 
shall expire upon the termination or 
denial of a RCRA permit, or upon the 
termination of interim status or when 
the volume limit specified in the petition 
is reached. 


§ 268.8 Waste analysis. 


(a) The owner or operator of any land 
disposal facility accepting any waste 
subject to restrictions under this part, 
must have records of either the 
treatment certification specified in 
paragraph (b) of this section or of — 
sufficient waste analysis through testing 
of the waste for the constituents listed in 
Table CCWE in § 268.42 to determine 
whether the wastes are in compliance 
with the applicable treatment standards 
specified in Subpart D of this part. The 
waste must be tested using the methods 
described in SW-846 or equivalent 
methods approved by the Administrator 
in accordance with §§ 260.20 and 260.21 
of this chapter. 


(b) Where the applicable treatment 
standard for a waste is treatment by a 
specific technology (i.e., § 268.41(a)), the 
owner or operator of the treatment 
facility must submit a certification to the 
land disposal facility stating that the 
waste has been treated using the 
specified technology. The certification is 
subject to the following requirements: 

(1) The certification must be signed by 
the treater or his authorized 
representative and must state the 
following: 


I certify under penalty of law that I have 
personally examined and am familiar with 
the treatment technology and operation of the 
treatment process used to support this 
certification and that, based on my inquiry of 
those individuals immediately responsible for 
obtaining this information, I believe that the 
treatment process has been operated and 
maintained properly so as to achieve the 
treatment standards of the specified 


’ technology without dilution of the prohibited 


waste. I am aware that there are significant 
penalties for submitting a false certification 
including the possibility of fine and 
imprisonment. 


(2) The certification must be sent to 
the land disposal facility before the 
treated waste (including treatment 


. residues) is shipped by the treater and 


must be kept on site for 3 years after the 
waste is placed in a land disposal unit 
at the facility. 


§ 268.9 incorporations by reference. 

The following material is incorporated 
by reference and is available for 
inspection at the Office of the Federal 
Register Information Center, Rm. 8301, 
1100 L St., NW., Washington, DC 20408. 
These incorporations by reference were 
approved by the Director of the Office of 
the Federal Register. The material is 
incorporated as it exists on the date of 
approval and.a notice of any change in 
the material will be published in the 
Federal Register. 

(a) “Test Methods for Evaluating Solid 
Waste, Physical/Chemical Methods,” 
EPA Publication SW-846 (First Edition, 
1980, as updated by Revision A (August 
1980), B (July 1981), and C (February 
1982) or Second Edition, 1982). The first 
edition of SW-846 is no longer in print. 
Revisions A and B are available from 
NTIS, 5285 Port Royal Road, Springfield, 
Virginia 22161. The second edition of 
SW-846 includes material from the first 
edition and Revisions A, B, and C ina 
reorganized format. It is available from 
the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 
Washington, D.C. 20402 (202-783-3238), 
on a subscription basis, and future 
updates will automatically be mailed to 
the subscriber. The material is cited in 
the following sections of Part 268: 
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§§ 268.1(e)(2), 268.5(c)(2), 268.6(a), and 
268.42(a). 

(b) [Reserved.] 

3. By adding Subpart C to proposed 
Part 268 to read as follows: 


Subpart C—Prohibitions on Land Disposal 


Sec. 
268.30 Waste specific prohibitions—Group 
I 


268.31 Waste specific prohibitions—Group 
Il, 


Subpart C—Prohibitions on Land 
Disposal 


§ 268.30 Waste specific prohibitions— 
Group I. 

(a) Effective November 8, 1986, the 
wastes listed in paragraph (b) of this 
section are prohibited from land 
disposal, except in an injection well, 
unless: 

(1) The wastes are treated to meet the 
standards of Subpart D of this part, or 

(2) The wastes are subject to a 
successful petition under § 268.5, or 

(3) An extension has been granted 
under § 268.4. 

(b) Prohibited are the following 
solvent containing wastes containing 
greater that 1 percent (by weight) total 
organic constituents, except for solvent 
contaminated soils: 


F001—The following spent halogenated 
solvents used in degreasing: 
tetrachloroethylene, 
trichloroethylene, methylene 
chloride, 1,1,1-trichloroethane; 
carbon tetrachloride, and 
chlorinated fluorocarbons; all spent 
solvent mixtures/blends used in 
degreasing containing, before use, a 
total of 10 percent or more (by 
volume) of one or more of the above 
halogenated solvents or those 
solvents listed in F002, F004, and 
F005; and still bottoms from the 
recovery of these spent solvents 
and spent solvent mixtures. 

F002—The following spent halogenated 
solvents: tetrachloroethylene, 
methylene chloride, 
trichloroethylene, 1,1,1- 
trichloroethane, chlorobenzene, 
1,1,2-trichloro-1,2,2-trifluoroethane, 
ortho-dichlorobenzene, and 
trichlorofluoromethane; all spent 
solvent mixtures/blends containing, 
before use, a total of 10 percent or 
more (by volume) of one or more of 
the above halogenated solvents or 
those solvents listed in F001, F004, 
and F005; and still bottoms from the 
recovery of these spent solvents 
and spent solvent mixtures. 

F003—The following spent non- 
halogenated solvents: xylene, 
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acetone, ethyl acetate, ethyl 
benzene, ethyl ether, methyl 
isobutyl ketone, n-butyl alcohol, 
cyclohexanone, and methanol; all 
spent solvent mixtures/blends 
containing, solely the above spent 
non-halogenated solvents; and all 
spent solvent mixtures/blends 
containing, before use, one or more 
of the above non-halogenated 
solvents, and a total of 10 percent or 
more (by volume) of one or more of 
those solvents listed in F001, F002, 
F004, and F005; and still bottoms 
from the recovery of these spent 
solvents and spent solvent 
mixtures. 
F004—The following spent non- 
halogenated solvents: cresols and 
cresylic acid and nitrobenzene; all 
spent solvent mixtures/blends 
containing, before use, a total of 10 
percent or more (by volume) of one 
or more of the above non- 
halogenated solvents or those 
solvents listed in F001, F002, and 
F005; and still bottoms from the 
recovery of these spent solvents 
and spent solvent mixtures. 
F005—The following spent non- 
halogenated solvents: toluene, 
methyl ethyl ketone, carbon 
disulfide, isobutanol, and pyridine; 
all spent solvent mixtures/blends 
containing, before use, a total of 10 
percent or more (by volume) of one 
or more of the above non- 
halogenated solvents or those 
solvents listed in F001, F002, and 
F004; and still bottoms from the 
recovery of these spent solvents 
and solvent mixtures. 
P022—Carbon disulfide 
U002—Acetone 
U031—n-Butyl alochol 
U037—Chlorobenzene 
U052—Cresols and cresylic acid 
U057—Cyclohexanone 
U070—o-Dichlorobenzene 
Ue8s0—Methylene chloride 
U112—Ethy]l acetate 
U117—Ethy] ether 
U121—Trichlorofluoromethane 
U140—Isobutanol 
U154—Methanol 
U159—Methy] ethyl ketone 
U161—Methy] isobutyl ketone 
U169—Nitrobenzene 
U196—Pyridine 
U210—Tetrachloroethylene 
U211—Carbon tetrachloride 
U220—Toluene 
U226—1,1,1-Trichloroethane 
U228—Trichloroethylene 
U239—Xylene 


§ 268.31 Waste specific prohibitions— 
Group ll. 


(a) Effective November 8, 1988, the 
wastes listed in paragraph (c) of this 
section are prohibited from land 
disposal, except in an injection well, 
unless: 

(1) The.wastes are treated to meet the 
standards of Subpart D of this part, or 

(2) The Wastes.are subject to a 
successful petition under § 268.5, or 

(3) An extension has been granted 
under § 268.4. 

(b) Between November 8, 1986, and 
November 8, 1988, wastes identified in 
paragraph (c) of this section may be 
disposed of in a landfill or surface 
impoundment only if the facility is in 
compliance with the minimum 
technological requirements of § 268:4 
(i)(2). 

(c) Prohibited are: 

(1) The following solvent-containing 
wastes (containing less than 1 percent 
(by weight) total organic constituents) 
and solvent contaminated soils. 


F001—The following spent halogenated 
solvents used in degreasing: 
tetrachloroethylene, _ 
trichloroethylene, methylene 
chloride, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, 
carbon tetrachloride, and 
chlorinated fluorocarbons; all spent 
solvent mixtures/blends used in 
degreasing containing, before use, a 
total of 10 percent or more (by 
volume) of one or more of the above 
halogenated solvents or those 
solvents listed in F002, F004, and 
F005; and still bottoms from the 
recovery of these spent solvents 
and spent solvent mixtures. 

F002—The following spent halogenated 
solvents: tetrachloroethylene, 
methylene chloride, 
trichloroethylene, 1,1,1- 
trichloroethane, chlorobenzene, 
1,1,2-trichloro-1,2,2-trifluoroethane, 
ortho-dichlorobenzene, and 
trichlorofluoromethane; all spent 
solvent mixtures/blends containing, 
before use, a total of 10 percent or 
more (by volume) of one or more of 
the above halogenated solvents or 
those solvents listed in F001, F004, 
and F005; and still bottoms from the 
recovery oi these spent solvents 
and spent solvent mixtures. 

F003—The following spent non- 
halogenated solvents: xylene, 
acetone, ethyl acetate, ethyl! 
benzene, ethy! ether, methyl 
isobutyl ketone, n-butyl! alcohol, 
cyclohexanone, and methanol; all 
spent solvent mixtures/blends 
containing solely the above spent 
non-halogenated solvents; and all 
spent solvent mixtures/blends 
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containing, before use, one or more 
of the above non-halogenated 
solvents, and a total of 10 percent or 
more (by volume) of one or more of 
those solvents listed in F001, F002, 
F004, and F005; and still bottoms 
from the recovery of these spent 
solvents and spent solvent 
mixtures. 


F004—The following spent non- 


halogenated solvents: cresols and 
cresylic acid and nitrobenzene; all 
spent solvent mixtures/blends 
containing, before use, a total of 10 
percent or more (by volume) of one 
or more of the above non- 
halogenated solvents or those 
solvents listed in F001, F002, and 
F005; and still bottoms from the 
recovery of these spent solvents 
and spent solvent mixtures. 


F005—The following spent non- 


halogenated solvents: toluene, 
methyl ethyl ketone, carbon 
disulfide, isobutanol, and pyridine; 
all spent solvent mixtures/blends 
containing, before use, a total of 10 
percent or more (by volume) of one 
or more of the above non- 
halogenated solvents or those 
solvents listed in F001, F002, and 
F004; and still bottoms from the 
recovery of these spent solvents 
and spent solvent mixtures. 
P022—Carbon disulfide 
U002—Acetone 
U031—n-Butyl alcohol 
U037—Chlorobenzene 
U052—Cresols and cresylic acid 
U057—Cyclohexanone 
U070—o-Dichlorobenzene 
U080—Methylene chloride 
U112—Ethyl acetate 
U117—Ethy] ether 
U121—Trichlorofluoromethane 
U140—Isobutanol 
U154—Methanol 
U159—Methy] ethy] ketone 
U161—Methy] isobutyl ketone 
U169—Nitrobenzene 
U196—Pyridine 
U210—Tetrachloroethylene 
U211—Carbon tetrachloride 
U220—Toluene 
U226—1,1,1-Trichloroethane 
U228—Trichloroethylene 
U239—Xylene 


(2) The following dioxion-containing 


wastes: 
F020—Wastes (except wastewater and 


spent carbon from hydrogen 
chloride purification) from the 
production and manufacturing use 
(as a reactant, chemical - 
intermediate, or component in a 
formulating process) of tri-, or 
tetrachlorophenol or of 
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intermediates used to produce their 
pesticide derivatives. (This listing 

‘ does not include wastes from the 
production of hexachlorophene 
from highly purified 2,4,5- 
trichlorophenol.) 

F021—Wastes (except wastewater and 
spent carbon from hydrogen 
chloride purification) from the 
production or manufacturing use (as 
a reactant, chemical intermediates, 
or component in a formulating 
process) of pentachlorophenol, or of 
intermediates used to produce its 
derivatives. 

F022—Wastes (except wastewater and 
spent carbon from hydrogen 
chloride purification) from the 
manufacturing use (as a reactant, 
chemical intermediate, or 
component in a formulating 
process) of tetra-, penta-, or 
hexachlorobenzenes under alkaline 
conditions. 

F023—Wastes (except wastewater and 
spent carbon from hydrogen 
chloride purification) from the 
production of materials on 
equipment previously used for the 
production or manufacturing use (as 
a reactant, chemical intermediate, 
or component in a formulating 
process) of tri-, and 
tetrachlorophenols. (This listing 
does not include wastes from 
equipment used only for the 
production or use of 
hexachlorophene made from highly 
purified 2,4,5-trichlorophenol.) 

F026—Wastes (except wastewater and 
spent carbon from hydrogen 
chloride purification) from the 
production of materials on 
equipment previously used for the 
manufacturing use (as a reactant, 
chemical intermediate, or 
component in a formulation 
process) of tetra-, penta-, or 
hexachlorobenzene under alkaline 
conditions. 

F027—Discarded unused formulations 
containing tri-, tetra- or 
pentachlorophenol, or compounds 
derived from these chlorophenols. 
(This listing does not include 

formulations containing 
hexachlorophene synthesized from 
‘- prepurified 2,4,5-trichlorophenol as 
the sole component.) 


4. By-adding Subpart D to proposed 
Part 268 to read‘as follows: 


Subpart D—Treatment Standards 


Sec. } 

268.40 - Applicability of treatment standards: 

268.41 Treatment standards expressed as a 
specified technology. 


Sec. ’ 

268.42 Treatment levels expressed as 
concentrations in waste extract. 

268.43 Treatment standards expressed as 
waste concentrations. [Reserved] 


Subpart D—Treatment Standards 


§-268.40 Applicability of treatment 
standards. : 

(a) Prior to land disposal, any waste 
for which an identified technology is 
specified as the treatment standard 
§ 268.41(a), must be treated using that 


technology or treated using an 


equivalent treatment method approved 
by the Administrator or under the 
procedures set forth in § 268.41(b), 
unless the hazardous constituents in an 
extract of the waste or in*the waste are 
less than the concentration levels 
indicated in § 268.42 or § 268.43, 
respectively. 

(b) For land disposal of a waste listed 
in Subpart C of this part but not 
specifically identified in § 268.41, the 
concentrations of hazardous 
constituents in the waste extract must 
not equal or exceed the value given for 
any hazardous constituent listed in 
Table CCWE in § 268.42(a). If none of 
the concentrations of hazardous 
constituents in the waste extract equal 
or exceed the specified concentrations 
listed in Table CCWE in § 268.42(a), the 
waste may be land disposed without 
further treatment. If the concentration of 
any hazardous constituent in the waste 
extract equals or exceeds a level 
indicated in Table CCWE in § 268,42(a) 
for that constituent, the waste must 
undergo treatment to bring the level 
below the applicable concentration level 
before being land disposed. 


§ 268.41 Treatment standards expressed 
as a specified technology. 

(a) The following wastes must be 
treated using the identified technology 


or technologies, or an equivalent method- 


approved by the Assistant 
Administrator for Solid Waste and 
Emergency Response: 

[Wastes and designated treatment 
technologies will be specified in future 
actions.] 

(b) Any person may submit an 
application to the Assistant 
Administrator for Solid‘'Waste and 
Emergency Response demonstrating that 
an alternative treatment meihod can 
achieve a level of performance 
equivalent to that achieved by ‘methods 
specified in paragraph (a) of this section. 
The applicant must show that his 
treatment method will not present an 
unreasonable risk of injury to health or 
the environment. On the basis of such 
information and any other available 
information, the Assistant Administrator 


for Solid Waste and Emergency 
Response may, in his discretion, 
approve the use of the alternative 
treatment method if he finds that the 
alternative treatment method provides a 
level of performance equivalent to that 
achieved by methods specified in 
paragraph (a) of this section. Any 
approval must be stated in writing and 
may contain such provisions and 
conditions as the Assistant 
Administrator for Solid Waste and 
Emergency Response deems 
appropriate. The person to whom such 
certification is issued must comply with 
all limitations contained in such 
determination. 


§ 268.42 Treatment levels expressed as 
concentrations in waste extract. 


Using the test methods described in 
SW-846 or equivalent methods 
approved by the Administrator under 
the procedures set forth in §§ 260.20 and 
260.21 of this chapter, the extract from a 
representative sample of a waste 
identified in Subpart C of this part, or 
from the residue of treatment of such a 
waste, must not contain any of the 
constituents listed in Table CCWE at a 
concentration greater than the 
respective value given in that table. 
Where the waste contains less than 0.5 
percent filterable solids, the waste itself, 
after filtering, is considered to be the 
extract for the purposes of this section. 


TaBLe CCWE—CONSTITUENT CONCENTRATION 
IN WASTE EXTRACT 


Concentration 
(in mg/t) 





1766 


§ 268.43 Treatment standards expressed 
as waste concentrations. [Reserved] 

5. By adding Subpart E consisting at 
this time of § 268.50 to proposed Part 268 
to read as follows: 


Subpart E—Prohibitions on Storage 


§ 268.50 Prohibitions on storage of 
restricted wastes. 

{a) A hazardous waste prohibited 
from land disposal under Subpart C of 
this part may not be stored in tanks or 
containers after the prohibition effective 
date unless: 

(1) The owner or operator of a 
hazardous waste treatment, storage, or 
disposal facility stores such waste for 90 
days or less; or 

(2) A transporter stores manifested 
shipments of such waste in containers at 
a transfer facility for 10 days or less; or, 

(3) Such waste is accumulated on site 
by the generator and does not exceed 
the applicable time limitations set forth 
in § 262.34 of this chapter. 

(b) The prohibition in paragraph (a) of 
this section does not apply to the - 
conditions of an approved petition under 
§ 268.5 or an approved case-by-case 
extension under § 268.4. 

(c) The prohibition in paragraph (a) of 
this section does not apply to hazardous 
wastes that meet the treatment 
standards specified under Subpart D of 
this part. 


PART 270—EPA-ADMINISTERED 
PERMIT PROGRAMS: THE 
HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT 
PROGRAM 


VIL. In Part 270: 

1. The authority citation of Part 270 is 
revised to read as follows: 

Authority: Secs. 1006, 2002, 3005, 3007, and 
7004 of the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as 
amended by the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act of 1976, as amended by the 
Hazardous and.Solid Waste Amendments of 
1984 (42 U.S.C. 6905, 6912, 6925, 6927, and 
6974). 


Subpart B—Permit Application 


2. In § 270.14, paragraph (b)(21) is 
added to read as follows: 


§ 270.14. Contents of Part B: General 
requirements. 


* * * * * 


(b) see 

(21) For land disposal facilities, if a 
case-by-case extension has been 
approved under § 268.4 or a petition has 
been approved under § 268.5, a copy of 
the notice of approval for the extension 
or petition, whichever is applicable 


* * 7 . * 


Subpart C—Permit Conditions 


3. In § 270.32, paragraph (b)(1) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 270.32 Establishing permit conditions. 


* * * * * 


(b)(1) Each RCRA permit shall include 
permit conditions necessary to achieve 
compliance with the Act and 
regulations, including each of the 
applicable requirements specified in 
Parts 264 and 266 through 268 of this 
chapter. In satisfying this provision, the 
Administrator may incorporate 
applicable requirements of Part 264 and 
266 through 268 of this chapter directly 
into the permit or establish other permit 
conditions that are based on these parts. 


* * * * * 


PART 271—REQUIREMENTS FOR 
AUTHORIZATION OF STATE 
HAZARDOUS WASTE PROGRAMS 


VII. In Part 271: 
1. The authority citation for Part 271 is 
revised to read as follows: 


Authority: Secs. 1006, 2002(a) and 3006 of 
the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended by 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act, as amended by the Hazardous and Solid 
Waste Amendments of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 6901 et 
seq.) 


Subpart A—Requirements for Final 
Authorization 


2. In § 271.1(j), Table 1 is amended by 
inserting the following entry in 
chronological:order by date of 
publication in the Federal Register to 
read as follows: 


Federal Register / Vol. 51, No. 9 / Tuesday, January 14, 1986 / Proposed Rules 


§ 271.1 Purpose and scope. 


* * * * * 
fie ** 


TABLE 1—REGULATION IMPLEMENTING THE 
HAZARDOUS AND SOLID WASTE AMEND- 
MENTS OF 1984 


Date Title of regulation 


[Date of publication of the Land disposal restrictions. 
final rule in the Federal 
Register]. 


3. In § 271.10 paragraph (i) is added to 
read as follows: 


§ 271.10 Requirements for generators of 
hazardous wastes. 


* * * * * 


(i) The State must require all 
generators of hazardous wastes 
restricted from land disposal under 
Subpart C of Part 268 of this chapter to 
comply with requirements that are 
equivalent to the requirements for 
persons filing petitions under § 268.5 of 
this chapter. 

4. In § 271.12 the introductory text is 
revised and paragraph (k) is added to 
read as follows: 


§ 271.12 Requirements for hazardous 
waste management facilities. 


The State shall have standards for 
hazardous waste management facilities 
which are equivalent to Parts 264 and 
266 and § 268.5 of this chapter. These 
standards shall include: 


(k) Requirements for petitions 
demonstrating land disposal to be 
protective of human health and the 
environment, to the extent they are 
included in § 268.5 of this chapter. 
[FR Doc. 86-618 Filed 1-13-86; 9:30 am] 
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